ROMANISM 

AND 

HOLY  SCRIPTURE 

COMPARED: 


WHEREIN  IS  SHOWN 

The  Disagreement  of  the  Church  of  Rome  with  the  revealed 
Word  of  God,  no  less  than  with  the  Church  of 
England,  on  many  of  the  fundamental 
articles  of  Christianity ; 

BEING  A  CONTINUATION  OF 

“  The  Churches  of  Rome  and  England  Compared .” 

Bt  RICHARD  MANT,  D.D.  M.R.I.A. 

BISHOP  OF  DOWN  AND  CONNOR. 


Set  thee  up  waymarks,  make  thee  high  heaps :  set  thine  heart 
toward  the  highway,  even  the  way  that  thou  wentest :  turn  again, 
O  virgin  of  Israel,  turn  again  to  these  thy  cities. — How  long 
wilt  thou  go  about,  O  thou  back-sliding  daughter  ? 

.  Jer.  xxxi.  21,  22. 


BOSTON: 

PUBLISHED  BY  THE  TRACT  COMMITTEE 

OF  THE  DIOCESE  OF  MASSACHUSETTS^ 


FOR  SALE  BY  JAMES  B.  DOW, 

AT  THE  DEPOSITORY,  141  WASHINGTON  STREET. 

1848. 


2J0.  X2XI. 


ROMANISM 

AND 

HOLY  SCRIPTURE 

COMPARED: 

WHEREIN  IS  SHOWN 

The  Disagreement  of  the  Church  of  Rome  with  the  revealed 
Word  of  God,  no  less  than  with  the  Church  of 
England,  on  many  of  the  fundamental 
articles  of  Christianity ; 

BEING  A  CONTINUATION  OF 

“  The  Churches  of  Rome  and  England  Compared." 

Br  RICHARD  MANT,  D.D.  M.R.I.A. 

BISHOP  OF  DOWN  AND  CONNOR. 


Set  thee  up  waymarks,  make  thee  high  heaps :  set  thine  heart 
toward  the  highway,  even  the  way  that  thou  wentest :  turn  again, 
O  virgin  of  Israel,  turn  again  to  these  thy  cities. — How  long 
wilt  thou  go  about,  O  thou  back-sliding  daughter  P 

Jer.  xxxi.  21,  22. 


sro.  xxxi. 

BOSTON: 

PUBLISHED  BY  THE  TRACT  COMMITTEE 

OF  THE  DIOCESE  OF  MASSACHUSETTS. 


FOR  SALE  BY  JAMES  B.  DOW, 

AT  THE  DEPOSITORY,  141  WASHINGTON  STREET. 

1  848. 


Digitized  by  the  Internet  Archive 
In  2018  with  funding  from 

This  project  is  made  possible  by  a  grant  from  the  Institute  ot  Museum  and  Library  Services  as  administered  by  the  Pennsylvania  Department  of  Education  through  the  Office  of  Commonwealth  Libraries 


https://archive.org/detalls/romanlsmholyscriOOmant 


ROMANISM  AND  HOLY  SCRIPTURE 

COMPARED. 


It  was  my  object  in  a  little  tract,  recently  laid  be¬ 
fore  the  public,  to  exhibit  a  comparative  view  of  the 
two  Churches  of  England  and  of  Rome  in  many  of 
their  peculiar  doctrines  and  practices :  and  the  result 
in  the  mind  of  the  reader  of  the  tract  must,  I  think, 
be  a  conviction,  even  if  not  previously  entertained, 
of  their  disagreement  with  each  other  on  the  various 
fundamental  articles  of  Christianity,  on  which  the 
judgment  of  each  was  cited  from  their  own  authori- 
v  tative  declarations.  The  occasion  of  the  inquiry 
limited  its  extent ;  so  that  it  did  not  fall  within  my 
immediate  scope,  to  state  the  grounds,  on  which  the 
Church  of  England  dissents  in  the  particulars  before 
us  from  that  of  Rome.  And  indeed  in  some  respects 
5  at  least,  and  with  some  readers,  such  a  statement  may 
seem  to  be  not  requisite  :  for  while  the  Romanist  will 
shelter  his  religious  belief  and  practices  under  the 
shield  of  his  Church’s  infallibility,  and  decline  an 
investigation  of  the  grounds  of  a  different  persuasion, 
upon  the  plea  that  such  persuasion  must  be  wrong 
because  his  Church  condemns  it;  the  intelligent 
member  of  the  Church  of  England  will  not  be  at  a 
loss  in  various  particulars  for  arguments  from  reason 
and  from  Scripture,  whereupon  to  establish  a  well- 
grounded  consent  to  her  decisions,  in  reprobation  of 
the  Romish  peculiarities,  and  in  affirmation  of  her 
own  reformed  sentiments.  Still  there  are  those,  to 
whom  it  may  be  useful  for  their  judgment  to  be  as- 
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sisted  in  estimating  the  value  of  the  persuasions  of 
the  two  Churches  on  the  particulars,  on  which  there 
has  been  exhibited  so  manifest  a  disagreement.  The 
same  cause,  which,  for  a  considerable  course  of  years, 
has  prevented  them  from  being  aware  of  the  peculiar 
articles  of  disagreement,  has  probably  rendered  them 
little  familiar  with  the  arguments,  which  in  some 
instances  may  be  not  at  once  obvious  to  their  minds, 
and  in  others  may  need  to  be  unfolded.  It  is  my 
present  purpose,  therefore,  with  the  divine  blessing, 
to  resume  the  subject  of  the  disagreement  between 
the  two  Churches;  with  the  view  of  setting  forth  a 
compendious  summary  of  reasons,  which  warrant 
the  Church  of  England  in  her  dissent  from  that  of 
Rome. 

In  pursuance  of  this  purpose  the  best  course  will 
be  to  follow  the  path  marked  out  by  the  former  tract, 
to  which  this  may  be  regarded  as  a  second  part  or  a 
contiuation.  And  the  reader  is  accordingly  invited 
to  accompany  me,  whilst  step  by  step  I  again  trace 
our  previous  course,  and  direct  his  attention  to  such 
considerations,  as  may  show  the  fallacy  of  the  de¬ 
cisions  of  the  Romish  Church  at  the  Council  of 
Trent,  and  the  soundness  of  the  opposite  decisions 
of  the  Church  of  England,  upon  the  several  matters, 
their  disagreement  upon  which  has  already  passed 
under  our  notice. 


We  begin  with  the  Rule  of  Faith,  which  the 
Church  of  England  professes  to  be  contained  ex¬ 
clusively  in  “  the  Holy  Scriptures,”  understanding 
thereby  “  the  Canonical  Books  of  the  Old  and  New 
Testament:”  whereas  to  “the  Holy  Scriptures”  the 
Church  of  Rome  adds  certain  “  unwritten  traditions,” 
and  “receives  and  reverences  them  with  equal  piety 
and  veneration;”  together  with  the  Canonical  Books 
includes  those  of  the  “Apocrypha;”  and  ordains  that 
they  be  received  according  to  the  “  Old  Vulgate  Latin 
edition.” 
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This  judgment  of  the  Church  of  England,  that  the 
“  Holy  Scripture  eontaineth  all  things  necessary  to 
salvation,”  is  derived  from  the  declarations  of  the  in¬ 
spired  writers  themselves.  For  they  teach  us,  that 
the  Holy  Scriptures,  of  the  Old  and  New  Testaments, 
in  their  several  parts  or  collectively,  are  designed  and 
“written  for  our  learning;”1  that  they  are  calculated 
to  fill  us  with  “  patience,  comfort,  and  hope;”2  that 
they  supply  us  with  the  lessons  of  “eternal  life:”3 
that  they  are  “  profitable  for  doctrine,  for  reproof,  for 
correction,  for  instruction  in  righteousness;”4  that 
they  are  calculated  to  make  “  the  man  of  God  perfect, 
thoroughly  furnished  uato  all  good  works;”5  that 
they  are  able  to  make  those  who  “know”  them 
“  wise  unto  salvation,  through  faith  which  is  in  Christ 
Jesus;”6  that  they  empower  us  to  “know  the  cer¬ 
tainty  of  those  things  wherein,”  as  Christians,  “  we 
are  instructed;”7  that  they  “are  written,  that  we 
might  believe,  that  Jesus  is  the  Christ,  the  Son  of 
God,  and  that  believing  we  might  have  life  through 
his  name.”8 

Now  if  all  these  properties  be  ascribed  to  the  Holy 
Scriptures,  which  are  the  written  word  of  God,  as 
signifying  the  intention  wherewith  they  were  written, 
and  as  showing  in  effect  their  practical  utility,  it  is  by 
no  means  reasonable  to  look  for  any  independent 
source  of  religious  information,  for  any  other  revela¬ 
tion  of  God’s  will,  for  any  other  word  of  God,  but 
such  as  Holy  Scripture  supplies. 

Nor,  again,  can  any  other  revelation  be  required, 
but  upon  a  supposition  prejudicial  to  the  alleged 
character  of  Holy  Scripture  itself ;  upon  the  suppo¬ 
sition,  namely,  that  the  written  word  of  God  is  either 
erroneous  or  defective.  For,  if  information  derived 
from  any  such  source  be  at  variance  with  Holy  Scrip¬ 
ture,  allowing  the  purity  of  that  independent  source, 

1  Rom.  xv.  4.  2  Ibid.  3  John  v.  39. 

*  2  Tim.  iii.  16.  3  Ver.  17.  6  Ver.  15. 

7  Luke  i.  4.  8  John  xx.  31. 
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then  must  the  written  word  of  God  be  supposed  to  be 
erroneous;  if  it  communicate  instruction,  which  Holy 
Scripture  doth  not  impart,  then  must  the  written 
word  of  God  be  supposed  to  be  defective.  To  sup¬ 
pose  the  former  of  these  cases,  were  to  impeach  the 
truth  of  God :  even  to  suppose  the  latter  is  to  sup¬ 
pose  a  case  hardly  reconcileable  with  the  divine  wis¬ 
dom,  when  we  consider  ihe  purposes  for  which  that 
word  is  alleged  to  have  been  written.  But  indeed 
the  word  of  God,  as  comprised  in  Holy  Scripture,  is 
perfect  and  uncorrupt.  It  has  no  mistakes  which 
need  to  be  corrected  by  a  more  infallible  or  para¬ 
mount  authority;  no  deficiencies  which  need  to  be 
made  good  by  a  supplemental  and  completer  code. 
If  we  inquire  of  that  word  itself,  it  admits  not  the 
pretensions,  it  recognises  not  the  existence,  of  any 
fellow,  to  share  in  its  glorious  office  of  leading  men 
forward  to  salvation.  But,  like  its  Divine  Author, 
jealous  of  its  own  peculiar  attribute,  and  not  content 
to  “  give  its  glory  to  another,”  1  it  forbids  any  addition 
to  its  authority  in  the  words  of  Solomon,  “Every 
word  of  God  is  pure —  Add  thou  not  unto  his  words, 
lest  he  reprove  thee,  and  thou  be  found  a  liar;”  2  and 
cries  aloud,  as  it  were,  with  a  commanding  voice,  to 
those  who  would  swerve  from  its  guidance,  and  wan¬ 
der  into  by-paths  of  human  fabrication,  “  This  is  the 
way,  walk  ye  in  it,  when  ye  turn  to  the  right  hand, 
and  when  ye  turn  to  the  left.”3 

Agreeable  to  this  was  the  universal  testimony  of 
the  primitive  Christians,  both  in  the  Apostolical 
times,  and  in  those  which  immediately  and  after¬ 
wards  for  many  ages  uninterruptedly  succeeded. 
The  Scriptures,  which  the  Apostles  had  acknow¬ 
ledged  or  delivered,  the  Churches  constantly  received 
by  their  own  direction,  and  regularly  transmitted  to 
their  posterity.  Upon  these  Scriptures  they  grounded 
their  faith:  to  these  Scriptures  they  still  appealed  as 


1  Isa.  xlii.  8. 


2  Prov.  xxx.  5,  6. 


3  Isa.  xxx.  21. 
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the  foundation  of  their  doctrines :  they  still  argued 
from  these  Scriptures  in  proof  of  their  doctrines: 
they  still  condemned  all  doctrines,  which  were  not 
contained  in  these  Scriptures;  and  if  at  any  time 
they  brought  forward  human  authorities  to  justify 
their  opinions  or  expressions,  they  did  so  for  the 
purpose  of  showing  that  they  were  not  chargeable 
with  any  innovation,  in  the  doctrine  or  in  the  man¬ 
ner  of  expressing  it ;  still  referring  for  the  origin  and 
groundwork  of  their  doctrine  to  the  testimony  of  the 
written  word  of  God.  In  that  word  the  collective 
body  of  doctrines,  of  which  all  Christians  made  pub¬ 
lic  confession,  and  on  which  all  their  hopes  of  salva¬ 
tion  depended,  were  all  contained:  and  they  agreed 
in  no  article  of  faith,  which  was  not  plainly  laid 
down  in  Scripture. 

“  If  we  inquire,”  observes  Bishop  Jeremy  Taylor, 
in  the  second  part  of  his  Dissuasive  from  Popery , 
“  upon  what  grounds  the  primitive  Church  did  rely 
for  their  w^hole  religion ;  we  shall  find  they  knew 
none  else  but  the  Scriptures.  ‘  Where  is  it  written  V 
was  their  first  inquiry ?  ‘Do  the  Prophets  and  the 
Apostles,  the  Evangelists  or  the  Epistles,  say  so  ? 
Read  it  there,  and  then  teach  it :  else  reject  it.’ 
They  call  upon  their  charges  in  the  words  of  Christ, 
‘  Search  the  Scriptures;’  they  affirm  that  the  Scrip¬ 
tures  are  a  full,  that  they  are  a  perfect  rule ;  that 
they  contain  all  things  necessary  to  salvation;  and 
from  hence  they  confute  all  heresies.” 

In  a  word,  by  a  continued  succession  of  the  most 
distinguished  writers  in  the  first  ages  of  the  Church ; 
by  the  full  and  unanimous  testimony  of  the  most 
ancient,  learned,  and  orthodox  falhers  in  supporting 
the  proposition  ;  and  by  the  total  silence  of  all  in 
denying  it,  proof  might  be  easily  adduced,  as  indeed 
it  has  been  abundantly  adduced  by  eminent  men, 
that  the  Scriptures  are  the  word  of  God,  and  con¬ 
tain  in  them  all  ihe  word  of  God  with  which  we 
have  any  concern,  and  so  are  the  full  and  perfect  rule 
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for  the  Church  of  Christ.  Nay,  the  very  title  which 
the  Catholic  Church  (not  the  Roman,  but  the  Catho¬ 
lic  or  Universal  Church,)  hath  always  given  to  the 
Scriptures,  calling  them  “the  Canon,”  the  rule,  the 
very  model  prescribed  to  Christians  for  the  formation 
of  their  faith  and  practice,  shows  her  sense  of  their 
sufficiency  and  completeness;  and  is  a  convincing 
proof  that  she  looked  to  them,  and  to  them  only,  for 
the  revelation  of  the  will,  and  the  record  of  the  word, 
of  God. 

For  reasons  such  as  these,  the  Church  of  England 
takes  for  her  exclusive  rule  of  doctrine  the  Holy 
Scriptures  of  the  Old  and  New  Testaments. 

And  with  these  Canonical  Books  she  does  not 
unite,  as  does  ihe  Church  of  Rome,  the  “Books  of 
the  Apocrypha:”  because,  however  valuable  she  may 
esteem  some  of  them  in  some  respects,  reading  them 
“  for  example  of  life,  and  instruction  of  manners,” 
she  knows  that  they  were  not  included  in  ihe  Canon 
of  Hebrew  Scripture,  among  the  Books  of  the  Old 
Testament,  before  the  time  of  our  Saviour’s  ministry: 
they  did  not,  therefore,  receive  ihe  sanction  of  him 
or  of  his  apostles,  and  ihey  were,  accordingly,  not 
ranked  among  the  contents  of  the  inspired  volume  in 
the  early  ages  of  the  Christian  Church,  as  we  learn 
from  catalogues  of  the  Hebrew  Scriptures,  trans¬ 
mitted  to  us  by  the  writers  of  those  ages,  but  they 
are,  in  fact,  expressly  excluded  from  them:  because, 
therefore,  they  have  from  external  evidence  no  claim 
to  veneration  as  the  word  of  God;  whilst  these  Books 
in  some  particulars,  such  as  statements  contradictory 
to  each  other,  and  to  Holy  Scriplure,  false  and  fabu¬ 
lous  narratives,  and  erroneous  doctrines,  supply  in¬ 
ternal  evidence,  which  concurs  with  the  external  in 
proving,  that  they  are  not  entitled  to  the  veneration 
due  to  holy  writ. 

Neither  does  she  adopt,  with  the  Church  of  Rome, 
“the  old  Latin  Vulgate  edition”  of  the  Holy  Scrip¬ 
tures;  for  it  is,  in  fact,  a  comparatively  modern  ver- 
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sion  :  it  has  no  authority  save  what  it  derives  from 
the  decree  of  the  Council  of  Trent,  which  in  truth  is 
no  authority  at  all.  It  contains  many  erroneous  in¬ 
terpretations  of  Holy  Scripture  :  its  value  can  by  no 
means  be  put  in  competition  with  the  original 
Hebrew  and  Greek  Scriptures,  of  which  the  form' 
was  cited  by  our  blessed  Lord  and  His  Apostles  and 
Evangelists  without  reproof,  and  has  since  been 
handed  down  to  us,  together  with  the  latter,  by 
general  consent  of  the  early  Church  as  the  repository 
of  divine  learning ;  to  which  all  translations  must, 
in  reason  and  by  the  nature  of  the  case,  be  referred, 
as  the  criterion  for  deciding  differences  between 
them;  and  from  which,  accordingly,  the  Church  of 
England  derives  and  disseminates  her  knowledge  of 
God’s  truth. 

Nor  does  she  have  recource  to  “tradition,”  as 
supplying  additional  truths  to  those  revealed  in  Holy 
Scripture,  although  as  a  guide  to  the  sense  of  Scrip¬ 
ture,  as  received  by  the  primitive  Church,  she  is  fain 
to  profit  by  the  interpretation  of  the  early  writers  of 
the  Church  ;  but  to  tradition,  as  an  independent  source 
of  divine  truth,  she  has  not  recourse;  because  Holy 
Scripture  itself  acknowledges  no  such  additional 
source  of  divine  learning,  but  rather  disowns  and 
rejects  it ;  because  the  experience  of  history  admon¬ 
ishes  her  of  the  uncertainty  and  fallacy  of  tradition¬ 
ary  instruction  ;  because  such  instruction  implies  a 
defect  in  God’s  written  word,  if  not  contradictory  to 
it,  and  if  contradictory,  imputes  to  it  falsehood  and 
deceit;  because  in  the  Jewish  Church  she  perceives 
a  lively  example  of  its  evils,  according  to  the  sen¬ 
tence  of  our  blessed  Lord,  in  words  which  she 
understands,  as  a  warning  to  the  Christian  Church 
in  general,  and  as  prefiguring  in  particular  the  then 
future  corruptions  of  the  Romish  member  of  it.  “  In 
vain  do  they  worship  me,  teaching  for  doctrines  the 
commandments  of  men.  For  laying  aside  the  com¬ 
mandment  of  God,  ye  hold  the  tradition  of  men.” — 
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“Full  well  ye  reject  the  commandment  of  God,  and 
make  it  of  none  effect,  that  ye  may  keep  your  own 
tradition1.” 

From  these  considerations  it  is  presumed,  that  the 
reader  will  see  reason  to  condemn  the  judgment  of 
the  Church  of  Rome,  and  to  admit  the  wisdom  of 
the  decision  of  the  Church  of  England,  in  opposi¬ 
tion  to  that  of  the  Roman  Church,  concerning  the 
rule  of  faith  ;  and  will  be  prepared  with  her  to  take 
that  rule  for  his  guide,  in  forming  his  judgment  upon 
the  other  articles,  which  are  next  to  be  brought  under 
his  notice. 


The  doctrine  of  merit,  wherein  the  Church  of 
England  attributes  the  salvation  of  man  altogether  to 
“  the  merit  of  our  Lord  and  Saviour  Jesus  Christ,  and 
not  to  our  own  works  and  deservings,”  whilst  by  the 
Church  of  Rome  the  good  works  of  the  justified  man 
himself  are  affirmed  to  “satisfy  fully  the  divine  law, 
and  to  be  meritorious  for  the  attainment  of  eternal 
life,”  falls  at  once  under  the  preceding  rule ;  and  it  is 
referred  by  our  Church,  in  her  14th  Article,  to  Holy 
Scripture,  which  thus  records  the  words  of  Christ 
Himself:  “  Which  of  you,  having  a  servant  plowing 
or  feeding  cattle,  will  say  unto  him  by  and  by,  when 
he  is  come  from  the  field,  Go,  and  sit  down  to  meat? 
And  will  not  rather  say  unto  him,  Make  ready  where¬ 
with  I  may  sup,  and  gird  thyself  and  serve  me,  till  I 
have  eaten  and  drunken  ;  and  afterward  thou  shalt 
eat  and  drink  ?  Doth  he  thank  that  servant  because 
he  did  the  things  that  were  commanded  him?  I  trow 
not.  So  likewise  ye,  when  ye  shall  have  done  all 
those  things  which  are  commanded  you,  say,  We  are 
unprofitable  servants  :  we  have  done  that  which  was 
our  duty  to  do.2” 

When  all  that  we  can  do  is  our  mere  duty,  there 
can  be  no  merit :  for  how  can  we  deserve  reward  by 


1  Matt.  xv.  6  ;  Mark  vii.  7 — 9. 


2  Luke  xvii.  7 — 10, 
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doing  that,  which  if  we  did  not  do,  we  should  com¬ 
mit  sin?  But  all,  nay  more  that  all,  that  we  can  do, 
is  most  justly  due  to  God,  by  the  right  of  creation  and 
of  redemption,  by  the  demands  of  the  law,  and  the 
precepts  of  the  Gospel.  How,  then,  can  we  deserve 
anything  at  God’s  hands  ?  True  it  is,  that  God  gra¬ 
ciously  accepts,  and  bountifully  recompenses,  the 
good  works  of  His  servants,  but  this  He  does  out  of 
regard,  not  to  their  intrinsick  value,  but  to  the  riches 
of  His  mercy,  and  the  fidelity  of  His  promise.  Every 
passage  of  Holy  Scripture,  which  attributes  our  sal¬ 
vation  to  the  mercy  and  grace  of  God,  rather  say  the 
whole  of  the  Gospel  which  proceeds  upon  the  notion 
of  “  eternal  life  being  the  gift  of  God,”1  supports  the 
doctrine  of  the  Church  of  England,  in  this  respect, 
and  shows  the  folly  and  absurdity,  the  arrogance  and 
impiety,  of  the  Church  of  Rome. 

In  turning  to  the  number  of  the  sacraments, 
the  next  question  for  consideration,  the  reader  will 
observe  that  the  word  “  sacrament  ”  is  used,  not  in 
the  extensive  sense  of  any  sacred  or  holy  mystery, 
rite,  or  ceremony,  in  which  way  it  may  be  applied, 
according  to  the  derivation  of  the  Latin  word  “  sa- 
cramentum,”  so  as  to  present  an  almost  unlimited 
number  of  sacraments  ;  but  in  the  confined  and  pro¬ 
per  sense  of  “  an  outward  and  visible  sign  of  an  in¬ 
ward  and  spiritual  grace  given  unto  us  :  (which  sign 
was)  ordained  by  Christ  himself,  as  a  means  whereby 
we  receive  the  same  (grace),  and  a  pledge  to  assure 
us  thereof.”  This  is  the  definition  of  a  “  sacrament  ” 
in  our  Church  Catechism,  agreeably  to  the  Church’s 
language  in  her  twenty-fifth  Article  ;  and  a  definition 
to  much  the  same  effect  is  given  by  the  Church  of 
Rome  in  her  Trent  Catechism,  there  being  none  in 
the  decree  of  the  Council  on  the  sacraments. 

Concerning  the  number  of  the  sacraments,  there 
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was  no  dispule  in  early  times.  The  two  sacraments 
of  Baptism  and  of  the  Lord’s  Supper  were  then 
universally  allowed,  and  those  two  only.  The  doc¬ 
trine  of  there  being  seven  is  a  modern  invention.  It 
was  first  put  forth  by  Peter  Lombard,  a  writer  in  the 
twelfth  century.  It  was  adopted  by  Pope  Eugenius 
in  the  fifteenth ;  and  in  the  sixteenth  it  received  the 
sanction  of  the  Council  of  Trent.  The  creed  of  Pope 
Pius  the  Fourth  subsequently  confirmed  it,  and  from 
that  period  it  has  been  continually  professed  by  the 
Romish  Church. 

Attempts  were  made  at  the  Council  to  establish 
the  doctrine  by  tradition,  by  the  authority  of  former 
councils,  by  a  supposed  analogy  between  the  natural 
and  the  spiritual  life,  and  by  other  fanciful  resemblan¬ 
ces,  such  as  the  existence  of  seven  days  in  the  week, 
of  seven  excellent  virtues,  seven  deadly  sins,  seven 
planets,  and  the  like  ;  proving  that  seven  is  a  perfect 
number,  and  that  the  sacraments,  therefore,  are  neither 
more  nor  fewer  than  seven.  The  reader’s  attention 
would  be  unprofitably  occupied  by  a  discussion  of 
such  solemn  tritlin".  It  shall  rather  be  directed  to 

O 

the  proof  of  the  sound  Scriptural  judgment  of  ihe 
Church  of  E  ngland,  in  rejecting  each  of  the  five  su¬ 
pernumerary  sacraments,  which  are  improperly  taught 
by  the  Church  of  Rome. 

“  Confirmation  ”  is  an  Apostolical  rite  ;  and,  as 
such,  it  is  retained  and  practised  by  the  Church  of 
England.  But,  as  a  sacrament,  she  rejects  it,  foras¬ 
much  as  it  was  not  “ordained  by  Christ  Himself,” 
nor  appointed  by  Him  as  “  a  means  ”  or  “  pledge  ” 
of  spiritual  “  grace.”  The  Church  of  Rome  affirms 
that  it  was  ordained  by  Christ  as  a  Sacrament,  and 
that  “  at  His  last  supper  He  committed  to  His  Apos¬ 
tles  the  manner  of  making  chrism.”  But  the  affirm¬ 
ation  is  unscriptural :  and  thus  the  rite  of  “con¬ 
firmation,”  however  valuable  in  the  proper  use  of  it 
as  maintained  by  the  Church  of  England,  when  in¬ 
vested  with  a  sacramental  character  by  the  Romish 
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Church,  appears  to  be  only  “  a  corrupt  following  of 
the  Apostles.” 

“  Penance  ”  falls  under  the  same  description  ;  being 
originally  derived  from  the  Scriptural  doctrine  of  re¬ 
pentance,  taught  by  the  Apostles,  whence  proceeded 
certain  rules  of  discipline  in  the  primitive  Church, 
subsequently  corrupted  into  the  so-called  “  sacrament 
of  penance,”  as  taught  and  practised  by  the  Church 
of  Rome.  It  has  however  no  pretensions  to  be  prop¬ 
erly  called  a  “  sacrament,”  for  it  has  neither  “  an  out¬ 
ward  sign  ordained  by  Christ,”  nor  “  an  inward 
grace  ”  specially  annexed  to  it.  The  external  acts  of 
the  penitent  and  the  priest,  the  former  in  confessing 
his  sins,  the  latter  in  pronouncing  absolution  for  them, 
are  manifestly  no  such  “  sign,”  notwithstanding  the 
Church  of  Rome  represents  them  as  “conclusive  ar¬ 
guments  for  penance  being  truly  a  sacrament.”  For 
as  to  the  confession  made  by  the  penitent,  surely  that 
cannot  be  taken  for  “  an  outward  sign  ”  applied  to 
him,  however  it  may  express  his  own  turning  away 
from  sin,  nor  is  such  confession  anywhere  in  joined 
by  Christ:  and  as  to  the  absolution  pronounced  by 
the  priest,  it  was  neither  appointed  by  our  blessed 
Saviour  to  be  used  after  the  manner  of  the  Romish 
Church,  nor  in  effect  was  it  ever  so  used  till  above  a 
thousand  years  after  Christ;  all  the  ancient  forms  of 
receiving  penitents,  which  in  the  course  of  time  de¬ 
generated  into  the  Romish  “  penance,”  having  been 
by  a  blessing  in  the  form  of  a  prayer,  or  a  declaration ; 
but  none  of  them  in  these  positive  words,  “  I  absolve 
thee,”  in  which  the  Church  of  Rome  nevertheless  re¬ 
presents  “  the  power  of  her  sacrament  of  penance 
principally  to  consist.” 

“  Orders,”  which  is  the  third  Romish  sacrament 
specified  by  the  Church  of  England,  “is  a  state  of 
life  allowed,”  that  is,  approved  of,  “by  the  Scriptures 
it  is  in  fact  of  Christ’s  own  institution,  giving  au¬ 
thority  to  those,  who  duly  partake  of  it,  to  minister 
in  holy  things,  and  accompanied  no  doubt  by  the 
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grace  of  God,  for  ihe  discharge  of  the  ministry,  and 
for  the  benefit  of  the  Church.  It  is  always  usual  too 
for  “  orders  ”  to  be  conferred  with  prayer,  accom¬ 
panied  by  the  laying  on  of  hands,  as  a  significant 
gesture  of  prayer,  and  as  importing  the  solemn  de¬ 
signation  to  the  ministerial  office  of  the  person  over 
whom  the  prayer  is  uttered.  But  neither  this,  nor  any 
other  particular  form  or  sign  of  grace,  was  instituted 
by  Christ  Himself,  as  “the  means  or  pledge  of  an 
inward  grace.”  The  Church  of  Rome,  indeed,  in  the 
Third  Chapter  of  her  Twenty-third  Session,  declares 
it  to  be  “  clear,  from  the  testimony  of  Scripture, 
from  Apostolical  tradition,  and  from  the  unanimous 
consent  of  the  Fathers,  that  grace  is  conferred  by 
holy  ordination,  which  is  bestowed  by  words  and 
outward  signs;  so  that  no  one  ought  to  doubt,  that 
Orders  are  truly  and  properly  one  of  the  seven  Sa¬ 
craments  of  the  holy  Church.”  But  no  Scriptural  or 
other  sufficient  testimony  can  be  adduced  to  prove, 
that  any  particular  “  words  or  outward  signs”  were 
appointed  by  our  Lord,  for  the  conveyance  of  grace, 
by  holy  ordination  :  in  the  absence  therefore  of  this 
essential  constituent  of  a  sacrament,  the  Church  of 
England  justly  affirms,  that  “orders  are  not  to  be 
counted  for  a  sacrament  of  the  Gospel,  for  that 
they  have  not  any  visible  sign  or  ceremony  ordained 
of  God.” 

“Matrimony”  is  another  “state  of  life,  allowed,” 
or  approved,  “  by  the  Scriptures,”  which  the  Church 
of  Rome  pronounces  to  be  a  “sacrament,”  but 
which  ihe  Church  of  England  denies  to  possess 
the  proper  “  nature  of  sacraments,  for  that  it  has 
not  any  visible  sign  or  ceremony  ordained  of  God.” 
To  any  distinction  of  1  his  kind  indeed  it  has  not  the 
least  pretension,  although  it  be  unquestionably  an 
ordinance  of  God.  It  is  true,  that,  if  the  Latin  Vul¬ 
gate  edition  of  the  New  Testament  is  to  be  taken  as 
giving  the  correct  sense  of  Holy  Scripture,  and  if 
the  Latin  word  “  sacramentum”  is  to  be  understood 
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as  necessarily  meaning  a  s&erament.iu  ihe,  confined 
and  proper  sense  of  a  “sacrament  of  the  Gospel;” 
the  Church  of  Rome  is  then  warranted  in  asserting 
“  Matrimony  to  be  truly  and  properly  a  sacrament  of 
the  evangelical  law  :  “  for  St.  Paul,  in  his  Epistle  to 
the  Ephesians1,  speaking  of  the  conjugal  relation, 
says,  “  This  is  a  great  sacrament,”  according  to  the 
Latin  version  :  or  according  to  the  Greek  original, 
and  to  the  English  version,  “  This  is  a  great  mys¬ 
tery,”  thus  by  the  analogy  of  matrimony,  as  ihe 
Church  of  England  says  in  her  solemnization  of  the 
rite,  “  signifying  unto  us  the  mystical  union  that  is 
betwixt  Christ  and  His  Church.”  But  because  the 
two  words  were  sometimes  promiscuously  used, 
and  “  sacraments  ”  were  called  “  the  mysteries  ”  of 
the  Christian  religion,  the  Latin  translator  seems  to 
have  thought  that  all  “mysteries”  might  be  called 
“sacraments:”  and  the  Church  of  Rome,  in  the 
Twenty-fourth  Session  of  the  Council  of  Trent,  neg- 
glecting  the  original  text,  builds  upon  this  erroneous 
translation  her  doctrine,  affirmed  with  the  usual 
anathema  against  gainsayers,  that  “  Matrimony  is  a 
true  and  proper  sacrament  of  the  new  law,  and  con¬ 
fers  grace.” 

“  Extreme  Unction”  is  the  last  of  the  “commonly 
called  sacraments  ”  of  the  Romish  Church  which  the 
Church  of  England  rejects,  including  it  among  “  such 
as  have  grown  of  the  corrupt  following  of  the  Apos¬ 
tles,”  but  denying  it  the  true  sacramental  character 
of  a  significant  ordinance  of  Christ.  That  it  was  or¬ 
dained  by  Christ,  the  Church  of  Rome  however  does 
not  indeed  venture  to  pronounce  ;  but  in  proof  thereof 
contents  herself  with  stating,  that  “  it  was  insinuated 
indeed  by  St.  Mark,  but  commended  to  the  faithful 
and  promulgated  by  James  the  Apostle  and  brother 
of  the  Lord.”  The  “insinuation”  of  St.  Mark  is  the 
narrative  in  the  thirteenth  verse  of  his  sixth  Chapter, 
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that  the  twelve,  having  been  sent  forth  by  our  Lord 
with  miraculous  powers,  went  out :  “  and  ihey  cast 
out  many  devils,  and  anointed  with  oil  many  that 
were  sick,  and  healed  them.”  In  this  exercise  by 
the  Apostles  of  a  supernatural  power  for  the  heal¬ 
ing  of  the  sick,  accompanied  by  a  symbolical  action 
usual  in  the  performance  of  miracles,  what  resem¬ 
blance  can  be  found  to  the  anointing  of  persons 
at  the  point  of  death,  as  practised  by  the  Romish 
Church  for  the  saving  of  their  souls,  it  were  difficult 
to  show ;  nor  less,  what  trace  of  an  institution  or¬ 
dained  by  Christ,  as  a  sign  of  spiritual  grace,  for  the 
perpetual  observance  of  future  Christians.  Hence  it 
appears  at  once  that  there  is  in  the  Gospels  no  Scrip¬ 
tural  authority  for  saying,  that  “  extreme  unction  ” 
was  a  sacrament  ordained  by  Christ :  and  a  frail  sup¬ 
port  indeed  is  derived  by  Rome  from  St.  Mark’s  “  in¬ 
sinuation.”  The  passage  of  St.  James’  epistle  ad¬ 
verts  to  the  same  gift,  bestowed  upon  the  Apostles 
and  some  others  of  the  primitive  Christians,  of  mira¬ 
culous  healing,  by  means  of  prayer,  accompanied  by 
symbolical  anointing,  and  attesting  in  certain  cases 
the  forgiveness  of  such  sins,  as  might  be  supposed  to 
have  brought  sickness  upon  the  patient,  of  which 
forgiveness  the  healing  of  the  sickness  might  be 
esteemed  a  token.  “  Is  any  sick  among  you  ?  let  him 
call  for  the  elders  of  the  Church ;  and  let  them  pray 
over  him,  anointing  him  with  oil  in  the  name  of  the 
Lord.  And  the  prayer  of  faith  shall  save  the  sick, 
and  the  Lord  shall  raise  him  up  :  and,  if  he  have  com¬ 
mitted  sins  they  shall  be  forgiven  him1.”  In  fact, 
this  instruction  was  understood  as  relating,  not  to  a 
permanent,  but  to  a  temporary  power:  so  that  the 
anointing,  which  was  from  the  beginning  confined  to 
cases  of  miraculous  healing,  ceased  at  an  early  period 
in  the  History  of  the  Church.  “Extreme  unction,” 
or,  as  it  is  sometimes  called,  “the  sacrament  of  the 
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dying,”  was  not  introduced  till  after  the  lapse  of 
several  centuries :  a  proof,  that  in  the  interval  the 
Romish  interpretation  was  not  put  upon  the  texts  of 
St.  Mark  and  St.  James ;  and  that  the  Christians  of 
those  ages  agreed  with  the  Church  of  England  in  not 
“  counting  extreme  unction  for  a  sacrament  of  the 
Gospel.” 

Quitting  the  five  “commonly-called  sacraments” 
of  the  Church  of  Rome,  we  proceed  to  estimate  the 
disagreement  noticed  between  the  two  Churches, 
concerning  the  two  sacraments  of  Baptism  and 
the  Lord’s  Supper. 

Upon  their  disagreement  as  to  the  effect  of 
Baptism  little  needs  to  be  said.  The  Romish  doc¬ 
trine  of  the  utter  extirpation  of  original  sin  by  lliat 
sacrament  is  not  supported  by  any  authority  of  Scrip¬ 
ture.  On  the  contrary  the  doctrine  of  the  Church  of 
England,  that  “this  infection  of  nature  doth  remain, 
yea,  in  them  that  are  regenerated,  whereby  the  lust  of 
the  flesh  is  not  subject  to  the  law  of  God,”  rests  upon 
various  assertions  and  exhortations  of  holy  writ,  at 
the  same  time  that  the  experience  of  every  Christian 
confirms  the  truth.  Thus  St.  Paul  instructs  the 
Galatians,  “  The  flesh  lusteth  against  the  spirit,  and 
the  spirit  against  the  flesh,  so  that  ye  cannot  do  the 
things  that  ye  would  1.”  Thus  he  teaches  the  Romans, 
“if  ye  mortify  the  deeds  of  the  body,  ye  shall  live2;” 
and  encourages  the  Colossians,  “  Mortify  therefore 
your  members  which  are  upon  the  earth  3.”  Thus  St. 
James  lays  down  the  universal  position,  “  Every  man 
is  tempted,  when  he  is  drawn  away  of  his  own  lust, 
and  enticed4.”  And  thus  St.  Peter  admonishes  the 
Christians  to  whom  he  writes,  “  abstain  from  fleshly 
lusts,  which  war  against  the  soul  5.”  But  these  pre¬ 
cepts  and  exhortations,  addressed  by  the  Apostles  to 
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persons,  who  had  partaken  of  the  regenerating  grace 
of  baptism,  prove  that  in  their  judgment  “  the  infec¬ 
tion  of  nature  doth  remain”  in  those  who  have  had 
the  benefit  of  that  holy  sacrament,  and  establish  the 
doctrine  of  the  Church  of  England  in  opposition  to 
that  of  Rome. 


“  Transubstantiation,  or  the  change  of  the 
substance  of  bread  and  wine,  in  the  supper  of  the 
Lord,”  is  the  next  particular  which  calls  for  our 
attention. 

Concerning  this  the  church  of  England  affirms, 
that  “it  cannot  be  proved  by  holy  writ.”  The  Church 
of  Rome,  however,  pretends  so  to  prove  it,  by  inter¬ 
preting  in  a  literal  sense  the  words  of  our  blessed 
Lord  at  the  institution  of  the  sacrament,  “  This  is  my 
body,”  “  this  is  my  blood  1.”  But  that  these  words 
are  not  a  proof  of  the  doctrine,  may  be  argued  from 
these  considerations. 

The  Supper  of  the  Lord  was  intended  to  super¬ 
sede  the  paschal  supper  of  the  Hebrews,  which  was 
figurative  of  the  deliverance  of  their  forefathers  from 
destruction,  and  was  celebrated  by  the  eating  of  a 
lamb,  commemorative  of  the  passing  over  of  the 
houses  of  the  Israelites  by  the  destroyer.  This  lamb 
was  called  “  the  Lord’s  passover5,”  meaning,  not  that 
it  was  literally  “  the  passover”  itself,  but  that  it  was 
a  figurative  memorial  of  the  passover.  Thus  the 
Hebrew  rite  was  a  preparation  of  the  minds  of  the 
Apostles  to  understand  the  new  Christian  sacrament : 
and  the  language,  with  which  they  were  familiarly 
acquainted,  must  have  naturally  directed  them  to 
place  a  figurative  interpretation  upon  their  Lord’s 
language,  as  indicating  the  bread  and  wine  to  be, 
not  literally,  but  figurative  memorials  of  his  body 
and  blood. 

But  “  this  is  my  blood  ”  is  represented  in  St.  Luke’s 
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Gospel,  and  in  St.  Paul’s  first  epistle  to  the  Corin¬ 
thians,  by  the  words,  “  this  cup  is  the  New  Testament 
in  my  blood  1,”  both  phrases  having  in  all  probability 
been  used,  the  latter  in  explanation  of  the  former,  as 
an  assurance  of  the  new  testament  or  covenant  estab¬ 
lished  in  His  blood.  But  let  the  reader  consider 
the  phrase,  “  this  cup  is  the  new  testament,”  and  say, 
if  “  this  is  my  blood”  proves  the  conversion  of  the 
“wine  ”  into  “  blood,”  why  does  not  the  other  phrase 
prove  the  conversion  of  the  “  cup  ’’into  a  “testament” 
or  “  covenant.” 

But  the  words  were  “  this  is  my  body  which  is 
broken  for  you :  this  is  my  blood  which  is  shed  for 
you.”  Take  the  whole  sentence  together :  and  if  one 
part  of  the  sentence  must  be  taken  literally,  why  not 
the  whole?  if  one  phrase,  why  not  the  other?  But 
this  cannot  be  :  for  our  Lord’s  body  was  not  yet 
broken,  nor  His  blood  yet  shed.  He  could  not  mean 
then  to  speak  literally  of  “  this”  being  “  His  body,” 
and  “  this  ”  being  “  His  blood.” 

But  whilst  our  Lord  spake  the  words,  “  This  is  my 
body,”  His  true  natural  human  body  was  present 
with  His  Apostles ;  took  the  bread,  brake  it,  gave  it, 
ate  it.  If  the  bread  were  now  the  body  of  Christ, 
either  he  must  have  two  bodies  there ;  or  else  the 
same  body  is  by  the  same  body  taken,  broken,  and 
eaten  ;  and  is  at  the  same  time  neither  taken,  broken, 
nor  eaten.  What  must  they  have  thought  of  this 
twofold  apparition  ?  What  must  they  have  thought 
of  seeing  Christ  carrying  His  own  body  in  His 
hands,  and  reaching  it  forth  to  be  eaten  by  them  ?  of 
seeing  Him  present  with  them,  and  hearing  Him 
speak  to  them,  both  while  they  were  eating,  and 
when  they  had  eaten,  His  sacred  body  ?  of  seeing  the 
self-same  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  at  once  both  devour  His 
whole  self,  and  yet  sit  whole  and  entire  at  the  table 
with  them  ?  Could  they  have  taken  the  words 
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in  their  literal  sense  ?  Can  it  behove  us  so  to  take 
them  ? 

The  Apostles  were  positively  forbidden  by  the 
law  of  Moses,  under  the  severest  penalties,  to  taste 
blood.  Could  they  without  astonishment  have  heard 
their  Lord’s  injunction,  could  they  without  repug¬ 
nance  have  obeyed  it,  to  drink  the  real  natural  blood 
of  Christ,  if  such  had  been  in  truth  the  contents  of 
the  cup  which  He  offered  them?  Or  taking  the 
subject  generally,  and  according  to  the  common  feel¬ 
ings  of  humanity,  can  in  be  believed  that  God  would 
require  it  of  them  and  of  us,  cannibal-like,  to  eat  the 
natural  flesh,  and  drink  the  natural  blood,  of  our 
Redeemer  ? 

But  that  they  were  not,  and  that  we  are  not,  bidden 
to  such  a  barbarous  and  monstrous  feast,  the  evidence 
of  their  senses  must  have  convinced  them,  the  same 
evidence  may  convince  all  who  are  not  obstinately 
bent  against  admitting  it.  The  sight,  the  touch,  the 
smell,  the  taste,  must  convince  us,  that  the  bread 
and  wine  are  not  substantially  the  body  and  blood  of 
Christ,  and  thus  affix  to  the  Scripture  its  right  and 
rational  interpretation:  for  Scripture,  which  is  the 
voice  of  God,  never  contravenes  God’s  other  voice  in 
our  understandings  ;  nor  calls  upon  us  to  believe  that 
which  contradicts  the  senses  that  be  has  given  us, 
however  the  Church  of  Rome  may  impose  upon  her 
members  the  necessity  of  renouncing  at  once  their 
reason  and  their  sense. 

This  language,  then,  of  our  Lord  is  figurative:  and 
instances  of  such  figurative  language  are  obvious  and 
familiar  in  the  teaching  of  Him  and  of  His  Apostles, 
and  show  the  impropriety  of  adopting  at  all  times  a 
literal  interpretation.  Thus,  according  to  that  phrase¬ 
ology,  he  is  “  a  Lamb,”  “  a  door,”  “  away,”  “  a  vine,” 
“  a  shepherd1;”  his  heavenly  Father  is  a  “husband¬ 
man2;”  his  disciples  are  “vine-branches”  and 


t  John  i.  36 ;  x.  7 ;  xiv.  6 ;  xv.  1 ;  x.  11.  2  John  xv.  1. 
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“  sheep  1 his  “  meat  during  his  ministry  on  earth 
was  the  doing  of  His  Father’s  will2:  but  no  one,  not 
even  the  Church  of  Rome  herself,  understands  these 
terms  in  their  literal  acceptation.  He  was  “  the 
bread  which  came  down  from  heaven,”  the  “  manna,” 
on  which  the  Israelities  fed  in  the  wilderness3;  he 
was  “  the  Rock,”  from  which  they  drank  4.  And 
not  only  is  the  sacramental  bread  his  “  body,”  but 
his  disciples  also  undergo  the  like  transmutation, 
for  “  ye,”  saith  St  Paul  to  the  Corinthians,  “  are 
the  body  of  Christ:”  and  to  the  Ephesians,  “we 
are  members  of  his  body,  of  his  flesh,  and  of  his 
bones  5.” 

From  the  foregoing  considerations,  the  reader  may 
judge  with  the  Church  of  England,  that  the  Romish 
doctrine  of  transubstantiation  “  cannot  be  proved  by 
Holy  Writ:”  from  the  following  he  may  judge  with 
her,  that  “  it  is  repugnant  to  the  plain  words  of  Scrip¬ 
ture.”  After  the  celebration  of  the  sacrament,  our 
blessed  Lord  called  the  wine  “  this  fruit  of  the  vine,” 
disproving  the  notion  of  its  having  undergone  any 
change  of  substance  6.  And  by  an  expression,  three 
times  repeated,  St.  Paul  describes  that  which  is  eaten 
at  the  Holy  Communion  by  the  term  “  bread:”  “  as 
often  as  ye  eat  this  bread,”  &c. ;  “  Whosoever  shall 
eat  this  bread,”  &e. ;”  “let  a  man  examine  himself, 
and  so  let  him  eat  of  that  bread7.”  And  that  seems 
a  remarkable  admission  of  the  true  doctrine  of  Scrip¬ 
ture,  made  by  the  Church  of  Rome  herself  in  the  very 
Canon  of  the  Mass,  where  she  pra\rs,  “  that  the  Eu¬ 
charist  or  sacrament  may  become  to  us  the  body  and 
blood  of  Christ :  ”  a  plain  intimation  that  it  is  not  so 
in  itself  according  to  the  sense,  which  we  are  now 
examining. 

1  John  xv.  2 ;  x.  11.  2  rbij.  iv.  34. 

3  Ibid.  vi.  33,  58.  4  1  Cor.  x.  4. 

5  1  Cor.  xii.  27 — Eph.  v.  30.  6  Matt.  xxvL  29. 

7  1  Cor.  xL  26,  27,  28. 
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Farther,  it  “  overthroweth  the  nature  of  a  sacra¬ 
ment  for  it  is  the  nature  of  a  sacrament  to  be  the 
“sign”  of  a  thing  signified  by  it,  and  to  repeaent 
an  analogy  or  relation  between  the  two.  But  this 
doctrine  at  once  takes  away  both  the  sign  and  the 
analogy :  the  sign,  for,  by  the  doctrine  of  transub- 
stantiation,  the  bread  is  no  longer  bread,  but  the 
accidents  of  bread;  and  the  analogy,  for  it  makes  the 
sign  to  be  the  thing  signified. 

The  Church  of  England  moreover  condemns  the 
doctrine  of  transubstantiation  as  having  “  given  occa¬ 
sion  to  many  superstitions.  Some  of  these  are 
particularly  noticed  in  the  last  part  of  this  Article, 
which  speaks  of  the  sacrament  being  “  reserved,  car¬ 
ried  about,  lifted  up,  and  worshipped.”  Others  are 
the  application  of  it  for  the  preventing  or  removing 
of  God’s  judgments,  in  cases  of  public  calamity,  and 
for  the  cure  of  sickness  and  disease :  the  mode  of 
administering  by  putting  the  bread,  or  rather  an  un¬ 
broken  and  entire  wafer,  into  the  mouths  of  com¬ 
municants,  lest  a  single  crumb  should  fall  to  the 
ground  :  the  withholding  of  the  cup  from  the  laity. 
These  practices  were  not  a  part  of  “  Chrisfs  ordi¬ 
nance,”  nor  have  they  any  foundation  in  holy  Scrip¬ 
ture.  They  are  in  fact  some  of  the  consequences 
which  naturally  follow  from  the  doctrine  of  Tran¬ 
substantiation  :  and  being  themselves  objectionable, 
as  we  shall  presently  more  particularly  see,  they 
concur  with  the  other  objections  to  that  doctrine 
in  casting  discredit  on  the  source  from  which  they 
originate. 


The  difference  next  to  be  noticed,  between  ihe 
“real  but  spiritual  presence”  of  Christ  in  the 
holy  sacrament,  and  His  “  bodily  or  substantial 
presence,”  is  closely  connected  with  the  last  article 
of  disagreement,  or  rather  a  part  of  it. 

That  “  the  body  and  blood  of  Christ  are  given  and 
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received  in  the  Lord’s  Supper,”  the  Church  of  Eng¬ 
land  affirms,  upon  the  plain  authority  of  St.  Paul  to 
the  Corinthians,  “  The  cup  of  blessing  which  we  bless, 
is  it  not  the  communion  of  the  blood  of  Christ1  ?  ” 
the  bread  which  we  break,  is  it  not  the  communion  of 
ihe  body  of  Christ  ?  which  is  explanatory  of  our  Lord’s 
language  at  the  Institution  of  the  Sacrament,  and 
agreeable  to  what  He  had  previously  said  to  His  dis¬ 
ciples,  “  Except  ye  eat  the  flesh  of  the  Son  of  man, 
and  drink  his  blood,  ye  have  no  life  in  you  :  whoso 
eateth  my  flesh  and  drinketh  my  blood,  hath  eternal 
life2.”  But  since  the  body  and  blood  of  Christ  are 
not  substantially  present,  they  can  be  eaten  and 
drunk  “  only  in  a  heavenly  and  spiritual  manner :” 
and  “  the  mean  whereby  they  are  so  eaten  and  drunk 
is  faith  ;  ”  for  the  same  Christ  who  says,  “  Except  ye 
eat  the  flesh  and  drink  the  blood  of  the  Son  of  man, 
ye  have  no  life  in  you,”  says  also,  “  He  that  believeth 
in  me,  hath  everlasting  life3.”  Whence  that  other 
doctrine  of  the  Church  of  England  follows,  “  The 
wicked,  and  such  as  be  void  of  a  lively  faith,  although 
they  do  carnally  and  visibly  press  with  their  teeth 
the  sacrament,”  or  outward  sign,  “  of  the  body  and 
blood  of  Christ ;  yet  in  no  wise  are  they  partakers  of 
Christ.”  On  the  contrary,  the  corporeal  or  substantial 
presence  of  Christ  carries  with  it  this  unscriptural 
consequence,  acknowledged  by  the  Roman  Church 
herself,  that,  by  the  very  act  of  consecration  the 
bread  and  wine  having  become  the  true  body  and 
blood  of  Christ,  by  whomsoever  or  by  whatsoever  the 
eucharist  is  received,  so  long  as  any  particle  of  it 
remains,  therein  is  received  the  body  of  Christ,  which 
may  therefore  be  devoured  by  wicked  men,  or  even 
by  mice :  a  consequence  monstrous  in  itself,  and 
irreconcileable  with  the  Scriptural  doctrine,  already 
noticed,  that  “  the  mean,  whereby  the  body  of  Christ 

1  1  Cor.  x.  16.  2  John  vi.  53,  54. 

3  Ibid.  vi.  47. 
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is  received,  is  faith  ;  ”  as  well  as  with  the  assertion  of 
St.  John,  “  If  we.  say  that  we  have  fellowship  with 
him,  and  walk  in  darkness,  we  lie,  and  do  not  the 
truth  and  of  St.  Paul,  “  Ye  cannot  drink  the  cup 
of  the  Lord,  and  the  cup  of  devils  :  ye  cannot  be 
partakers  of  the  Lord’s  table,  and  of  the  table  of 
devils  1.” 


As  to  the  use  of  this  Sacrament,  as  practised 
by  the  two  Churches  respectively,  nothing  can  be 
plainer  than  the  direction  given  by  our  blessed  Lord 
at  its  institution,  “  Take,  eat,  drink:”  and  not  a  syl¬ 
lable  of  Scriptural  authority  can  be  found  to  warrant 
the  supposition,  that  He  gave  directions  or  a  sanction 
for  any  other  use  of  it  :  so  that  the  judgment  of  the 
Church  of  England  is  unquestionable  which  affirms, 
that  “  the  sacrament  of  the  Lord’s  Supper  was  not  by 
Christ’s  ordinance  reserved,  carried  about,  lifted  up, 
or  worshipped,”  but  was  “ordained  of  Christ  that  we 
should  duly  use  it;”  and  the  judgment  and  practice 
of  the  Romish  Church,  in  elevating  the  sacrament 
during  the  celebration  of  the  eucharist,  in  reserving  it 
for  other  pompous  ceremonials,  in  conveying  it  in 
public  processions  through  the  streets,  and  in  making 
it  a  spectacle  for  popular  admiration,  an  object  of  ad- 
oralion  and  worship,  have  not  the  least  semblance  of 
authority  in  Christ’s  ordinance. 

But  the  Church  of  Rome  teaches,  that  the  sub¬ 
stances  of  bread  and  wine  are  changed  into  “  the 
substance  of  the  body  and  blood,  together  with  the 
soul  and  divinity,  of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ ;  and 
consequently  the  whole  Christ  ;  and  is  therefore  to 
be  venerated  with  peculiar  festive  celebration,  to  be 
solemnly  carried  about  in  procession,  to  be  publicly 
presented  to  the  people  for  their  adoration,  and  to  be 
adored  even  with  the  worship  due  to  the  true  God.” 
Now  all  this  rests  upon  the  doctrine  of  transubstan- 


1  1  John  i.  6 ;  1  Cor.  x.  21. 
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Station  :  and  if  the  doctrine  of  transubstantiation  be 
not  true,  what  opinion  must  be  entertained  of  these 
acts  of  veneration  for  the  sacrament,  which  rest  upon 
it  ?  Let  the  reply  be  given  in  the  unequivocal  and 
unanswerable  words  of  Bishop  Burnet  :  “  This  we 

believe  is  plain  idolatry,  when  an  insensible  piece  of 
matter,  such  as  bread  and  wine,  has  divine  honours 
paid  it:  when  it  is  believed  to  be  God,  when  it  is 
called  God,  and  is  in  all  respecis  worshipped  with 
the  same  adoration  that  is  offered  up  to  Almighty  God. 
This,  we  think,  is  gross  idolatry.  Many  writers  of 
the  Church  of  Rome  have  acknowledged,  that,  if  tran- 
substantiation  is  not  true,  their  worship  is  a  strain  of 
idolatry  beyond  any  that  is  practised  among  the  most 
depraved  of  all  the  heathens.”  Correspondent  to  this 
is  the  sentiment  expressed  by  the  Church  of  England, 
who,  repudiating  the  suspicion,  that  by  prescribing 
the  posture  of  kneeling  at  the  Holy  Communion,  she 
intended  any  adoration  of  the  sacramental  bread  and 
wine,  declares  that  “  the  sacramental  bread  and  wine 
remain  still  in  their  very  natural  substances,  and 
therefore  may  not  be  adored,  for  that  were  idolatry, 
to  be  abhorred  of  all  faithful  Christians.”  The  idola¬ 
try  thus  asserted  is  palpable  upon  the  supposition 
that  transubstantiation  does  not  take  place.  But 
that  transubstantiation  does  not  lake  place,  has  been 
already  shown  ;  so  that  the  horrible  idolatry  of  the 
Romish  Church  is  manifest. 

The  Romish  Church  indeed  is  indignant  at  the 
charge  of  idolatry,  and  anathematizes  any  one  who 
alleges  it  against  her.  But  wherein  does  her  case 
differ  from  that  of  the  idolaters  of  old  ?  “  If,”  says 

Bishop  Burnet,  “  the  conceits  that  the  ancient  idola¬ 
ters  had  both  concerning  their  gods,  and  the  idols 
that  they  worshipped,  will  excuse  from  idolatry,  it 
will  be  very  hard  to  say  that  there  were  ever  any 
idolaters  in  the  world.  Those  who  worshipped  the 
sun  thought  that  the  great  divinity  was  lodged  there, 
as  in  a  vehicle  or  temple  :  but  they  were  not,  by 
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reason  of  that  misconception,  excused  from  being 
idolaters.”  Nor  does  the  opinion  of  the  Church  of 
Rome  concerning  the  presence  of  Christ  in  the 
sacramental  bread  and  wine  excuse  her  from  the  like 
charge. 

Under  a  former  division  the  reader’s  attention  was 
directed  generally  to  the  doctrine  of  transubstantia- 
tion  ;  some  notice  may  be  here  taken  of  a  particular 
view  of  it  suggested  by  the  Church  of  England  on  the 
present  question.  Speaking  of  the  “  corporeal  pres¬ 
ence  of  Christ’s  natural  flesh  and  blood  in  the 
sacrament,”  she  says,  “  the  natural  body  and  blood 
of  Christ  are  in  heaven,  and  not  here:  it  being 
against  the  truth  of  Christ’s  natural  body  to  be  at 
one  time  in  more  places  than  one.”  The  natural 
body  of  Christ,  however  glorified,  is  not  deprived  of 
its  true  essential  nature ;  and  if  it  retain  that  nature, 
it  cannot  be  at  the  same  instant  both  above  in  heaven, 
and  below  on  earth,  in  a  thousand  different  places. 
That  He  is  locally  above  we  know :  for  the  Scripture 
teaches  us,  that  “  the  heaven  must  receive  him  until 
the  times  of  restitution  of  all  things1.”  That  he 
is  not  at  once  in  many  distant  places  of  the  earth,  we 
also  know  ;  for  the  angel  even  after  His  resurrection 
says,  “  He  is  not  here,  for  he  is  risen  2.”  But,  accord¬ 
ing  to  the  Romish  doctrine,  he  is  substantially  present 
upon  earth,  “  body,  blood,  soul,  and  divinity,  whole 
and  entire  Christ,”  upon  every  consecration  of  the 
eucharist,  in  innumerable  countries  and  places  at  the 
same  instant,  multiplied  to  an  infinite  extent.  That 
this  is  “  against  the  truth  of  Christ’s  natural  body,” 
the  Church  of  England  affirms  ;  and  with  good  cause : 
it  is  against  the  truth  for  the  self-same  body  to  be  all 
here  and  all  elsewhere  at  the  same  time  ;  to  be  one 
and  to  be  many  ;  to  be  the  same  and  to  be  different; 
to  be  invisible  and  to  be  visible  ;  to  be  united  and  to 
be  divided  into  fractions  ;  to  be  contained  in  heaven, 


1  Acts  iii.  21. 
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and  not  to  be  contained  there  ;  to  exist  formerly,  and 
to  be  made  afresh ;  to  be  sitting  above  in  glory  and 
to  be  eaten  upon  earth.  The  Church  of  England 
grants  that  many  things  are  done,  which  she  cannot 
understand ;  but  these  things  she  does  not  grant, 
because  she  understands  that  they  cannot  be  done. 
Things  above  human  reason,  if  attested  by  the  word 
of  God,  she  admits  as  articles  of  belief :  but  she  judges 
that  God  never  calls  upon  her  to  believe  things  con¬ 
trary  to  reason.  Such  appears  to  her  to  be  the  doc¬ 
trine  of  the  multipresence  of  Christ,  or  the  corporeal 
presence  of  His  natural  flesh  and  blood  in  the  sacra¬ 
ment  :  and  she  accordingly  rejects  it  as  being  contrary 
to  the  truth  of  nature,  no  less  than  repugnant  to  the 
truth  of  God’s  holy  word. 


The  adoration  of  the  sacrament,  just  considered,  is 
evidently  the  worst  evil  of  which  the  Church  of  Rome 
is  guilty  in  respect  of  that  holy  ordinance.  As  to  the 
reserving  of  a  portion  of  it,  which  is  practised  by  that 
Church,  that  it  may  remain  as  an  object  of  worship  in 
the  pyx  upon  the  altar,  may  be  used  as  a  sort  of  charm 
against  fire,  and  serve  for  a  guard  to  the  pope  on  a 
journey;  and  especially  “  that  it  may  be  carried  with 
honour  to  the  sick,”  but  which  the  Church  of  England 
forbids  as  not  according  to  Christ’s  institution,  direct¬ 
ing  that,  if  any  remain,  it  be  immediately  after  the 
blessing  eaten  and  drunk  in  the  Church,  there  is 
occasion  for  little  to  be  said.  The  practice  of  the 
Church  of  Rome  is  evidently  a  part  of  that  veneration 
which  she  pays  to  the  supposed  substantial  presence 
of  the  body  and  blood  of  Christ,  and  is  intended  to 
attract  thereto  the  public  adoration  :  as  such,  and  as 
being  not  according  to  “  Christ’s  ordinance,”  it 
deserved  to  be  censured  and  corrected.  The  practice 
of  the  Church  of  England  is  calculated  to  avoid 
superstition  on  the  one  hand,  and  irreverence  on  the 
other ;  and  to  quicken  the  devotion  of  the  sick,  by 
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consecrating  the  sacrament  in  their  presence,  and 
thus  making  them  partake  in  the  whole  of  that  solemn 
service  ;  and  it  adheres  most  closely  to  the  words  of 
Christ,  and  the  primitive  observance  of  His  insti¬ 
tution. 


The  preparation  also  required  by  the  two 
Churches  respectively,  in  order  to  the  receiving  of 
the  holy  sacrament, may  be  dismissed  with  few  words. 
The  injunction,  which  imposes  confession  to  a  priest, 
is  an  arbitrary  assumption  of  power  by  the  Church  of 
Rome,  and  has  no  warrant  in  the  primitive,  apostolical 
mode  of  celebrating  the  communion.  The  exhorta¬ 
tion,  by  which  the  Church  of  England  admonishes 
her  members  to  self-examination,  is  strictly  conform¬ 
able  to  St.  Paul’s  precept,  “  Let  a  man  examine  him¬ 
self,  and  so  let  him  eat  of  that  bread,  and  drink  of 
that  cup1.”  At  the  same  time  confession  of  sins  to 
Almighty  God,  which  she  prescribes  also,  is  a  con¬ 
stant  qualification  for  forgiveness,  and  especially 
suited  to  such  an  occasion  :  and  what  can  be  more 
unexceptionable  than  a  voluntary  application  to  some 
discreet  and  learned  minister  of  God’s  word  for  com¬ 
fort  and  counsel  on  the  part  of  those,  who  cannot 
quiet  their  own  conscience  by  self-examination  ;  but 
at  the  same  time  what  more  different  from  the  Romish 
auricular  confession  ? 


But  the  Church  of  Rome  has  been  guilty  of  an 
act,  perhaps  still  more  bold  and  presumptuous,  in 
regard  to  Communion  in  both  kinds  ;  namely,  by 
withholding  one  half  of  the  holy  sacrament  of  the 
Lord’s  Supper  from  the  great  body  of  her  people. 

The  Church  of  England  affirms,  that  “the  cup  of 
the  Lord  is  not  to  be  denied  to  the  lay  people:  for 
both  the  parts  of  the  Lord’s  sacrament,  by  Christ’s 
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ordinance  and  institution,  ought  to  be  ministered  to 
all  Christian  men  alike.”  The  Church  of  Rome 
admits  the  fact  of  Christ’s  ordinance  :  but  contends 
in  her  Council  of  Constance,  that  “  although  Christ 
after  His  supper  instituted  and  administered  this 
holy  sacrament  under  both  kinds  of  bread  and  wine; 
and  although  in  the  primitive  Church  this  sacrament 
was  received  by  the  faithful  under  both  kinds  ;  never¬ 
theless  this  custom,  for  the  avoiding  of  some  dangers 
and  scandals,  was  upon  just  reason  brought  in,  that 
the  laity  should  receive  only  under  one  kind ;  and 
that  those,  who  stubbornly  oppose  themselves 
against  it,  shall  be  ejected  and  punished  as  hereticks.” 
And  in  the  Council  of  Trent  the  same  fact  was  ad¬ 
mitted,  and  the  same  alteration  professed  and  main¬ 
tained. 

The  fact  thus  plainly  admitted,  concerning  the 
original  institution,  cannot  indeed  possibly  be  denied. 
Both  parts  of  the  sacrament  were  by  our  Lord  ordain¬ 
ed  to  be  taken.  But  it  is  remarkable,  that  the  com¬ 
mand  appears  to  have  been  given  with  greater  empha¬ 
sis,  and  the  consequence  to  be  related  more  distinctly, 
concerning  the  universal  participation  of  the  cup  :  for 
it  is  said,  “  Drink  ye  all  of  it1,”  and  they  all  drank 
of  it2,  as  if  a  warning  were  intended  against  the  abuse 
which  afterward  arose  of  the  institution.  But  the 
Council  of  Trent  has  contrived  this  evasion,  that 
“  although  our  Saviour  ordained  it  in  both  kinds,  and 
so  delivered  it  to  the  Apostles,  he  hath  not  commanded 
it  to  be  delivered  to  the  laity.”  But  the  charge  of  our 
Saviour  is  equally  comprehensive  in  both  kinds.  The 
same  persons,  to  whom  He  said  “  Take  and  eat,”  he 
also  commanded  “  Drink  ye  all  of  this:”  by  the  Tri¬ 
dentinereasoning  therefore,  our  Saviour  hath  given  no 
command  to  the  laity  either  to  eat  or  to  drink :  and 
this  blessed  sacrament  becomes  to  all  His  people,  with 
the  exception  of  the  priests  only,  arbitrary  and  unne- 
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cessary.  But  the  great  Apostle  of  the  Gentiles  is  the 
best  commentator  on  his  Master’s  institution  :  and  he, 
writing  to  the  Church  of  God  at  Corinth,  to  “them 
that  are  sanctified  in  Christ  Jesus,  with  all  lhat  in 
every  place  call  upon  the  name  of  Jesus  Christ,” 
delivers  the  institution  of  Christ  in  such  terms,  as  to 
make  no  difference  in  the  use  of  the  cup  :  on  the 
contrary,  in  six  several  passages,  he  unites  together 
the  mention  of  “eating”  and  of  “drinking”  at  the 
Lord’s  Supper;  and  attributing  “  the  same  manner” 
of  institution  to  each,  and  representing  each  as 
equally  obligatory,  he  gives  to  all  Christians  indif¬ 
ferently  the  same  charge,  “  Let  a  man  examine  him¬ 
self,  and  so  let  him  eat  of  that  bread  and  drink  of 
that  cup  b” 

The  Church  of  Rome  however  maintains,  that  the 
taking  of  the  cup  is  needless,  for  that  “whole  and 
entire  Christ  is  taken  under  the  one  kind  of  bread.” 
But,  as  (which  also  is  her  doctrine)  “entire  Christ  is 
contained  under  each  species,  and  under  every  part 
of  each  species,”  the  body  of  Christ  is  by  her  own 
position  no  less  in  the  wine,  than  the  blood  is  in  the 
bread:  whence  it  necessarily  follows,  that  she  might 
as  well  withhold  the  bread  and  give  the  cup,  as  with¬ 
hold  the  cup  and  give  the  bread.  And,  indeed,  if  one 
part  of  the  sacrament  be  more  necessary  than  the 
other,  it  seems  to  be  the  cup,  since  it  represents  the 
blood  of  Christ,  to  which  remission  of  our  sins  and 
our  redemption  are  more  often  ascribed  in  Scripture 
than  to  His  body.  But,  in  truth,  and  this  is  the  prop- 
erest  way  of  considering  the  question,  they  both  de¬ 
pend  upon  the  same  ordinance.  It  is  the  command 
of  Christ  which  makes  the  bread  necessary  :  it  is  the 
same  command  which  alike  enjoins  the  cup.  Both 
either  stand  or  fall  on  the  same  ground. 

Further,  the  Church  of  Rome  maintains,  that  she 
has  been  “  induced  by  just  causes  and  reasons  to 
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communicate  to  the  laity  only  the  kind  of  bread  and 
she  anathematizes  any  one,  “  who  says  that  she  has 
erred  in  so  doing.”  These  reasons  arose  out  of  her 
false  doctrine  of  transubstantiation,  being  an  expedi¬ 
ent  to  guard  against  the  spilling  of  the  wine  in  ad¬ 
ministering  it  to  large  congregations.  But  if  such  a 
departure  from  the  Lord’s  institution  and  command 
was  thus  rendered  necessary,  it  affords  a  strong  argu¬ 
ment  against  the  doctrine  which  occasioned  it :  if  not 
necessary,  it  needs  only  to  be  remarked,  that  an  unnec¬ 
essary  departure  from  the  Lord’s  ordinance  cannot  but 
be  accounted  an  “error;”  and,  notwithstanding  the 
prohibitory  anathema,  the  Church  of  Rome  cannot 
but  be  said  to  have  “  erred,”  to  have  greviously  erred. 
The  Church  of  England,  in  renouncing  the  doctrine 
of  transubstantiation,  has  found  herself  relieved 
from  this,  in  common  with  other  erroneous  and  un- 
scriptural  consequences  of  it,  and  capable  of  minis¬ 
tering  the  sacrament  according  to  Christ’s  ordinance 
and  commandment. 


As  to  the  difference  relating  to  the  language  of 
publick  worship,  whereas  that  used  by  the  Church 
of  Rome  is  Latin,  not  always  perhaps  well  understood 
by  the  priests,  and  certainly  unknown  altogether  to 
the  lower  ranks,  most  probably  to  the  great  body  of 
her  congregations  in  general,  the  Church  of  England 
pronounces  it  to  be  “  repugnant  to  the  word  of  God, 
and  to  the  practice  of  the  primitive  Church,  to  have 
public  prayers  in  the  Church,  or  to  minister  the 
sacraments,  in  a  tongue  not  understanded  of  the 
people.” 

“  It  is  repugnant  to  the  word  of  God  for  the  word 
of  God  contains  numerous  instructions,  precepts,  and 
exhortations,  concerning  the  duty  of  public  worship, 
all  supposing  a  community  of  sentiments,  affections, 
and  expressions,  an  union  of  heart  and  tongue,  among 
the  persons  concerned,  and  supposing  therefore,  the 
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use  of  a  language  understood  by  all.  And  this  is 
so  obvious  a  consequence,  from  the  very  nature  of 
the  thing,  that  the  use  of  “  public  prayer  in  the 
Church,  in  a  language  not  understood  by  the 
people,”  and  in  which  the  people  therefore  must 
be  incapable  of  uniting  in  their  devotions,  may  be  at 
once  pronounced  generally  “repugnant  to  the  word 
of  God.” 

To  the  same  effect  is  St.  Paul’s  rule,  “  Let  all 
things  be  done  unto  edifying1,”  for  since  the  speaking 
in  an  unintelligible  language,  either  to  God  in  the 
name  of  the  people,  or  to  the  people  in  the  name  of 
God,  can  edify  no  person  ;  by  this  rule  must  such 
speaking  be  taken  to  be  forbidden.  To  the  same  effect 
is  his  other  rule,  “  Let  all  things  be  done  decently,” 
or  in  a  becoming  manner  :  for  surely  there  is  little  of 
“decency,”  there  is  little  of  what  “becomes”  a  con¬ 
gregation 


of  worshippers,  in  pretending  to  put  up 


congregation  cannot  understand 


prayers,  which  th: 
and  in  which  therefore  they  cannot  heartily  and 
devoutly  join.  And  more  directly  to  the  same  effect 
is  that  passage  of  the  Apostle,  wherein  he  reproves 
certain  persons,  who  had  abused  the  gift  of  tongues 
by  speaking  in  unknown  languages  in  the  congrega¬ 
tion  of  Corinth  ;  and  conveys  his  reproof  in  terms 
which  plainly  show,  that  Ihe  common  people  ought 
not  to  be  called  on  to  join  in  the  public  service  of  God 
unless  they  comprehend  what  is  said,  “  If  1  know  not 
the  meaning  of  the  voice,  I  shall  be  unto  him  that 
speaketh  a  barbarian  ;  and  he  that  speaketh  shall  be 
a  barbarian  unto  me.  If  I  pray  in  an  unknown  tongue, 
my  spirit,”  that  is,  the  inspiration  or  gift  that  is  in  me, 
“  prayeth  ;  but  my  understanding,”  that  is,  my  rea¬ 
sonable  soul,  “  is  unfruitful.  What  is  it  then  ?  I  will 
pray  with  the  spirit  ;  and  I  will  pray  with  the  under¬ 
standing  also.  Else  when  thou  shalt  bless  with  the 
spirit,  how  shall  he  that  occupieth  the  room  of  the 
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unlearned  say  Amen  at  thy  giving  of  thanks,  see¬ 
ing  he  understandeth  not  what  thou  sayest  ?”  In 
which  sentence  the  Apostle  has  comprised  the  rea¬ 
son  of  the  practice,  as  well  as  the  authority  of  holy 
writ. 

As  to  “  the  practice  of  the  primitive  Church,”  that 
is  equally  clear  to  the  point.  According  as  the 
Christian  religion  was  spread  to  different  nations  ; 
so  they  each  worshipped  God  in  their  own  tongue. 
For  this  a  passage  from  Origen  may  suffice  :  “  The 
Grecians  use  the  Greek  words  in  their  prayers ; 
the  Romans,  Latin ;  and  every  one  prays  to  God  in 
his  own  language  ;  and  he  that  is  Lord  of  every 
language  hears  that  which  is  asked  in  any  lan¬ 
guage.” 

The  Church  of  Rome,  however,  declared  at  Trent, 
that  “it.  did  not  seem  expedient  to  the  Fathers,  that 
mass  should  everywhere  be  celebrated  in  the  ver¬ 
nacular  tongue:”  (why  not  expedient,  the  reader 
may  determine :  for  she  has  not  avowed  the  rea¬ 
son  :)  and  so  she  confirmed  and  continues  among 
her  people  an  unscriptural  and  degenerate,  an  unin¬ 
telligible,  an  unedifying,  and  an  irrrational,  mode  of 
public  worship. 


We  turn  to  one  of  the  most  enormous  corruptions 
of  the  Church  of  Rome,  who,  having  first  assumed 
to  herself  in  transubstantiation,  and  put  into  the 
hands  of  every  priest,  power  to  do  a  greater  miracle 
than  God  did  at  the  creation  of  the  world  ;  for  in  that 
the  Creator  made  the  creature,  but  in  this  the  crea¬ 
ture  daily  makes  the  Creator :  then  assumes  and  gives 
to  him  the  power  of  sacrificing  the  God  that  he 
has  made.  “  If  any  one  shall  say,  that  in  the  Mass 
there  is  not  offered  to  God  a  true  and  proper  sacri¬ 
fice;  let  him  be  accursed.  If  any  one  shall  say, 
that  by  these  words,  ‘  Do  this  in  remembrance  of 
me,’  Christ  did  not  constitute  His  Apostles  priests; 
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or  did  not  ordain  that  they  and  other  priests 
should  offer  His  body  and  blood ;  let  him  be  ac¬ 
cursed.” 

But  what  saith  the  Scripture?  “Such  an  high- 
priest  became  us,  who  needelh  not  daily,  as  those 
high-priests,”  that  is,  those  under  the  law,  “  to  offer 
up  sacrifice,  first  for  his  own  sins,  and  then  for  the 
people’s :  for  this  He  did  once,  when  He  offered  up 
Himself1.”  Very  remarkable  here  is  the  contradic¬ 
tion  of  the  Council  of  Trent.  “  Christ,”  it  affirms, 
“  who  on  the  altar  of  the  cross  offered  Himself  in  a 
bloody  sacrifice,  is  now  this  true  propitiatory  sacri¬ 
fice  made  by  Himself  in  the  mass.  He  who  then  of¬ 
fered  Himself  on  the  ctoss,  is  now  one  and  the  same 
sacrifice,  and  one  and  the  same  offerer  by  the  minis¬ 
try  of  His  priests.”  Thus  the  Church  of  Rome  says, 
that  Christ  offered  up  that  sacrifice  then,  and  this 
sacrifice  now :  St.  Paul  says,  that  He  offered  up  that 
sacrifice,  and  no  more.  St.  Paul  says,  our  high- 
priest  needs  not  to  offer  daily  sacrifices  :  the  Church 
of  Rome  says,  these  daily  sacrifices  must  be  offered 
by  Him.  St.  Paul  says,  He  offered  Himself  but  once 
for  the  sins  of  the  people  :  the  Church  of  Rome  says, 
He  offers  Himself  daily  for  the  sins  of  the  quick  and 
the  dead.  And,  as  if  the  Apostle,  in  the  spirit  of 
prophecy,  foresaw  this  error,  and  intended  purposely 
to  forestall  it,  he  could  not  speak  more  distinctly  than 
in  the  following  words:  “  We  are  sanctified  through 
the  offering  of  the  body  of  Jesus  Christ  once  for  all. 
And  every  high-priest  standeth  daily  ministering 
and  offering  oftentimes  the  same  sacrifices,  which 
can  never  take  away  sins:  but  this  man,  after  He 
had  offered  one  sacrifice  for  sins  for  ever  sat  down 
on  the  right-hand  of  God  ;  from  henceforth  expecting 
till  His  enemies  be  made  His  footstool.  For  by  one 
offering  He  hath  perfected  for  ever  them  that  are 
sanctified2.” 
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The  contradiction  here  between  the  Apostle  and 
the  Church  of  Rome  is  so  plain,  that  it  seems  need¬ 
less  to  insist  on  other  arguments  such  as  these  :  that 
if  Christ  Himself  be  truly  offered  in  the  mass,  then 
He  is  also  continually  slain  again,  which  is  shocking 
and  absurd  to  suppose ;  “  for  then  must  He  often 
have  suffered  since  the  foundation  of  the  -world ;  but 
now  once  in  the  end  of  the  world  hath  He  appeared, 
to  put  away  sin  by  the  sacrifice  of  Himself1,”  and 
that  it  is  likewise  a  necessary  consequence  of  this 
doctrine,  that  the  blood  of  Christ,  a  supposition  no 
less  shocking,  is  often  shed  ;  “  for  without  shedding  of 
blood  there  is  no  remission'2.”  The  Council,  indeed, 
speaks  of  His  being  “  offered  without  blood  but  this 
is  to  destroy  their  own  building ;  for,  on  the  principle 
of  the  Apostle’s  maxim,  such  an  unbloody  sacrifice 
can  be  figurative  only  and  commemorative,  and  can¬ 
not  be  really  propitiatory.  If,  therefore,  sins  be  re¬ 
mitted  by  his  sacrifice,  it  must  be  in  relation  to  that 
blood  which  was  shed  in  the  true  personal  sacrifice 
of  Christ  upon  the  cross.  And  what  relation  can 
there  be  between  this  and  that,  but  that  of  represent¬ 
ation  and  remembrance  ? 

It  is  a  part  of  the  doctrine  before  us,  that  “  the 
sacrifice  of  the  mass  is  profitable,  not  to  the  receiver 
alone,  but  that  it  ought  to  be  offered  for  the  living 
and  the  dead;  for  sins,  punishments,  satisfactions, 
and  other  necessities.”  But  there  is  no  Scriptural 
authority  for  supposing,  that  the  sacrament  is  of 
any  benefit  except  to  those  who  partake  of  it  On 
the  contrary,  every  individual  is  by  its  institution 
directed  to  eat  and  drink  for  himself ;  and  the  ben¬ 
efit  of  it  is  limited  to  those  who  eat  and  drink 
worthily. 

On  the  authority  of  Scripture,  therefore,  the 
Church  of  England  gives  no  heed  to  the  anathema 
of  the  Romish  Church  on  this  subject :  but  pro- 
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nounces  the  so-called  “  sacrifices  of  masses  ”  to  be 
“blasphemous  fables,  and  dangerous  deceits  “fa¬ 
bles,”  because  they  are  mere  fictions  of  human  imag¬ 
ination  ;  “  blasphemous,”  because  they  are  injurious 
to  the  Redeemer’s  honour,  and  the  sufficiency  of  His 
one  oblation  of  Himself  once  made ;  and  “  dangerous 
deceits,”  because  they  delude  men  by  false  views  of 
the  Redeemer’s  sacrifice,  and  encourage  them  to 
rest  their  hopes  of  pardon  on  the  insecure  and  frail 
foundation. 


The  foregoing  observation  concerning  masses  for 
the  dead  applies  to  the  next  particular  of  solitary 
masses,  celebrated  by  the  priest  alone.  There  is  in 
holy  Scripture  no  trace  of  any  such  celebration  of  the 
Lord’s  Supper.  And  from  the  Liturgies  and  other 
writings  of  the  ancients  it  is  plain,  that  the  primitive 
Christians  regarded  the  sacrament  as  a  rite,  not  for 
the  observance  of  an  individual,  but  for  the  general 
participation  of  the  faithful ;  the  word  “  commu¬ 
nion  ”  being  frequently  used  by  them  to  show,  that 
the  sacrament  was  to  be  common  to  all.  Conformably 
to  the  representations  of  Scripture,  and  to  primitive 
usage,  the  Church  of  England  always  treats  the 
sacrament  as  a  “  communion,”  and  never  allows  it 
to  be  celebrated  otherwise.  The  Church  of  Rome 
for  the  contrary  conduct  assigns  no  authority,  nor 
pleads  any  excuse  that  can  be  accounted  the  shadow 
of  a  reason.  But  she  asserts  “solitary  masses” 
to  be  lawful  ;  and  anathematizes  as  usual,  “  those 
who  say  that  they  are  unlawful  :  ”  her  own  will  be¬ 
ing  to  her  and  to  her  members  authority,  reason,  and 
law. 


Secret  Confession,  a  branch  of  the  “  so-called 
sacrament  of  penance,”  is  the  next  particular  for  our 
consideration. 
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That  there  is  a  lawful,  commendable,  beneficial 
use  of  confession,  was  never  denied  by  the  Church 
of  England  ;  and,  as  we  have  seen,  by  the  extracts 
contained  in  the  former  tract,  on  certain  special  occa¬ 
sions  she  recommends  such  confession  to  her  dis¬ 
tressed  and  scrupulous  members.  But  to  place  every 
individual  upon  the  rack  of  a  compulsory  confession 
to  a  priest,  and  to  impose  on  him  or  her  the  absolute 
necessity  of  laying  open  every  particular  sin,  as  an  in¬ 
dispensable  preliminary  to  absolution,  and  under  the 
obligation  of  the  divine  law,  is  an  unscriptural  inven¬ 
tion,  approved  by  the  Romish  Church  alone,  and  will¬ 
ingly  acknowledged  as  such  by  many  ingenuous 
writers  of  her  own  communion. 

For  this  imposition  there  is  no  authority  in  the 
whole  volume  of  Holy  Scripture  :  no  authority  either 
for  the  necessity  of  the  act,  or  for  the  fullness  and 
particularity  which  the  Church  of  Rome  prescribes ; 
no  authority  for  priestly  absolution  in  consequence  of 
such  confession. 

The  precept  of  St.  James1,  “  confess  your  faults 
one  to  another,”  which  the  Romanists  usually  cite  for 
authority,  is  nothing  to  the  purpose.  It  makes  no 
mention  of  priests ;  but,  if  priests  are  to  be  under¬ 
stood  as  comprehended  in  it,  it  directs  the  priest  to 
confess  his  faults  to  the  lay-member  of  the  Church, 
as  well  as  the  lay-member  to  the  priest:  for  the  act 
prescribed  is  not  single,  but  reciprocal.  In  fact,  it  is 
a  precept  of  mutual  confession  among  Christians  of 
mutual  “  faults of  wrongs  or  offences  done  by  them 
to  each  other.  And  the  precept  is  adopted  by  the 
Church  of  England  in  her  exhortation  to  the  Holy 
Communion,  where  it  is  said,  “  If  ye  shall  perceive 
your  offences  to  be  such,  as  are  not  only  against  God, 
but  also  against  your  neighbours,  then  ye  shall  recon¬ 
cile  yourselves  unto  them;  being  ready  to  make  resti¬ 
tution  and  satisfaction,  according  to  the  uttermost  ol 
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your  powers,  for  all  injuries  and  wrongs  done  by  you 
to  any  other.” 

But  as  the  confession  prescribed  by  the  Church  of 
Rome  is  not  required  by  holy  writ,  so  also  is  it  need¬ 
less.  For,  although,  in  the  case  of  a  wounded  or 
scrupulous  conscience,  confession  to  a  “  discreet  and 
learned  minister  of  God’s  word  ”  may  be  useful  and 
salutary;  and  in  such  cases  it  is  recommended  by 
the  Church  of  England ;  yet,  in  ordinary  cases,  as 
confession  to  God  is  appointed  by  His  own  word,  so 
all  other  confession  is  superfluous.  “  I  said,  I  will 
confess  my  transgressions  unto  the  Lord  ;  and  thou 
forgavest  the  iniquity  of  my  sin1.”  “  If  we  confess 
our  sins,  he  is  faithful  and  just  to  forgive  us  our  sins; 
and  to  cleanse  us  from  all  unrighteousness2.”  “  Being 
justified  by  faith,  we  have  peace  with  God,  through 
Jesus  Christ  our  Lord3.” 

More  than  this ;  when  recourse  is  had  to  a  priest, 
not  “  for  the  instruction  and  consolation  of  the  peni¬ 
tent,”  which  the  Church  of  Rome  condemns,  but  as 
“necessary  to  forgiveness  of  sins  and  salvation,”  which 
the  Church  of  Rome  requires,  the  confession  is  calcu¬ 
lated  to  divert  the  mind  of  the  penitent  to  the  priest 
himself  as  the  fountain  of  salvation,  rather  than  to  the 
sole  Author  and  Giver  of  it. 

Such  confession  is  further  injurious  to  the  honour 
of  God,  and  the  well-being  of  man,  by  suspending 
God’s  promise  and  man’s  hopes  of  pardon,  on  a  con¬ 
dition  of  human  invention. 

Such  confession  is  moreover  calculated  to  invest 
the  priest  with  an  undue  and  arbitrary  influence  over 
the  minds  and  actions  of  those  who  are  compelled 
to  make  it.  For  what  moral  power  can  be  compared  to 
that  of  him,  to  whom  every  criminal  act,  every  idle 
word,  every  guilty  thought,  is  laid  open  ;  from  whom 

1  Psalms  xxxii.  5.  2  1  John  i.  9. 

3  Romans  v.  4. 
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no  secret  may  be  withholden;  and  from  whom  par¬ 
don,  if  received  at  all,  must  be  received? 

Such  confession  is,  moreover,  abundant  in  moral 
danger,  with  respect  to  both  the  penitent  and  to  the 
priest.  Of  certain  sins  the  particular  mention  may 
first  excite,  and  subsequently  revive,  the  appetite  for 
them  ;  and  it  is  enough  to  allude  to  the  effects  which 
have  notoriously  followed  the  secret  act  of  devotion 
in  the  confessional,  without  wounding  the  eye  or  ear 
of  chastity  by  the  recital. 

Such  confession  is  at  the  same  time  generally  cal¬ 
culated  to  defeat  the  great  object  of  the  Gospel,  by 
substituting  a  formal  acknowledgment  with  the  lips 
for  the  offering  of  a  truly  contrite  and  repentant  heart, 
and  of  “  fruits  meet  for  repentance.” 

Thus,  whilst  there  is  no  scriptural  authority  to  sup¬ 
port  the  Romish  doctrine  of  private  confession,  there 
are  many  arguments  for  rejecting  it,  which  holy  scrip¬ 
ture  suggests  and  approves. 


But  the  Church  of  Rome  pronounces  private  con¬ 
fession  necessary  in  order  to  absolution;  that  the 
priest,  being  made  acquainted  with  the  condition  of 
every  individual  “  by  a  complete  confession  of  sins,” 
may  exercise  his  judgment  accordingly  for  their  re¬ 
mission  or  retention.  Let  us  consider,  then,  what  is 
the  claim  to  this  power. 

The  Church  of  Rome  cites  our  Lord’s  words  to  TIis 
apostles,  “  Whatsoever  ye  shall  bind  on  earth,  shall 
be  bound  in  heaven  ;  and  whatsoever  ye  shall  loose 
on  earth,  shall  be  loosed  in  heaven  1  and  again, 
“  Whose  soever  sins  ye  remit,  they  are  remitted  unto 
them ;  and  whose  soever  sins  ye  retain,  they  are 
retained 2.”  And  by  these  words  she  supposes  a 
power  conferred  on  the  apostles  and  their  successors, 
of  granting  or  denying  forgiveness  of  sins  to  every 
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individual,  by  pronouncing  or  withholding  a  sentence 
of  absolution,  according  as  a  complete  confession 
of  sins  has  been  made  by  the  individual  ;  such 
confession  being  necessary  for  all  who  have  fallen 
into  sin  after  baptism  ;  and  such  absolution  being,  on 
the  part  of  the  minister,  “  a  judicial  act,  wherein 
sentence  is  pronounced  by  him,  as  by  a  judge,  in  the 
capacity  of  the  vicar  of  Christ,” 

But  neither  do  these  words,  nor  do  any  other  words 
of  Holy  Scripture,  as  we  have  already  seen,  enjoin 
such  confession  :  nor  do  these  words  themselves 
necessarily  ordain  such  absolution :  nor  is  such 
absolution  supported  by  the  general  tenour  or  by 
other  particular  parts  of  Holy  Scripture  :  nor  was 
such  absolution  practised  by  the  Apostles  themselves 
in  the  execution  of  their  commission,  as  “  ministers 
of  Christ,  and  stewards  of  the  mysteries  of  God;” 
nor,  even  if  they,  in  the  use  of  an  extraordinary  and 
miraculous  power  had  thus  dispensed  absolution, 
could  the  like  authority  be  fitly  ascribed  to  every 
successor  of  theirs  in  the  Christian  ministry,  to  every 
priest ;  for,  to  ascribe  such  authority  to  every  priest, 
is  to  attribute  to  him  the  power  of  trying  the  hearts 
of  men ;  nay,  whatever  be  the  state  of  heart  of  the 
individual  confessing  his  sins,  it  is  to  attribute  to  the 
priest  an  absolute  and  unlimited  power  of  forgiveness, 
unrestricted  by  any  rules  or  conditions ;  so  that, 
provided  the  priest  pardon  or  retain  sins,  whether  he 
act  right  or  wrong  in  so  doing,  the  sins  must  be 
pardoned  or  retained  accordingly  ;  and  if  so,  the 
salvation  or  damnation  of  mankind  is  put  absolutely 
in  the  priest’s  power. 

But  can  such  a  doctrine  be  admitted,  so  hostile  to 
the  general  tenour  of  Holy  Scripture ;  so  hostile  to 
the  particular  requisitions,  and  promises,  and  threat- 
enings  of  God  in  the  Gospel?  Can  it  be  believed 
that  the  sins  of  the  impenitent  Christian  will  be 
“  remitted,”  and  the  sinner  receive  pardon  from  God, 
whatever  may  be  the  judgment  of  the  priest  con- 
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cerning  him,  and  however  his  sins  may  be  “remitted,” 
by  the  priest’s  absolution  ?  Or,  can  it  be  believed, 
that  the  sins  of  the  repentant  Christian  will  be 
“  retained,”  and  the  penitent,  who  seeks  God  by  His 
appointed  means  of  grace,  will  be  shut  out  from 
God’s  forgiveness,  whatever  may  be  the  judgment 
of  the  priest,  and  however  his  sins  may  be  “retained” 
by  the  refusal  of  the  priest  to  absolve  him  ? 

The  Romish  interpretation,  then,  of  these  words 
cannot  be  right,  whereas  the  following  is  agreeable 
to  the  words  themselves,  and  is  supported  by  the 
analogy  of  Holy  Scripture.  The  blessings  of  the 
Gospel  are  offered  to  mankind  on  the  terms  of  faith 
and  repentance,  accompanied  by  an  observance  of  the 
means  of  grace ;  and  to  those,  who  accept  this  offer, 
forgiveness  of  sins  and  salvation  are  graciously 
promised.  But  for  the  accredited  publication  of  these 
terms,  and  for  the  sufficient  administration  of  these 
means,  persons  duly  authorized  to  act  as  Christ’s 
ambassadors  were  appointed  by  Christ  Himself; 
being,  in  the  first  place,  His  Apostles,  and,  after 
them,  their  legitimate  successors  in  the  ministry. 
By  these  words,  then,  he  empowered  His  Apostles 
to  publish  His  Gospel  to  the  world,  in  which  they 
were  to  be  infallibly  assisted,  so  as  not  to  err  in  the 
discharge  of  their  commission  :  and  the  terms  of  the 
covenant  being  thus  settled,  all  who  were  to  succeed 
them  were  also  empowered  to  proceed  with  the 
publication  of  the  same  Gospel  to  the  world, 
preaching  the  word  of  salvation,  and  administering 
the  means  of  grace  ;  so  that  whatsoever  they  should 
declare  and  do  in  the  name  of  God,  conformable  to 
the  tenour  of  what  had  been  settled  by  the  Apostles, 
should  be  always  ratified  and  made  good  ;  and  they 
who  should  believe  and  obey  the  preaching  of  the 
Gospel,  as  delivered  by  their  lips,  and  receive  from 
their  hands  the  means  of  grace,  should  be  admitted 
to  the  absolution  and  remission  of  their  sins,  by  God’s 
mercy  in  Jesus  Christ,  to  which  they,  who  should 
*4 
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refuse  the  terms  proffered  by  His  ministers,  should 
not  be  admitted.  These  words  then  appoint  the 
Apostles  and  their  successors  to  be  the  authorized 
ministers  of  the  blessings  of  the  Gospel  to  those  who 
duly  seek  them,  and  give  assurance  of  the  blessing 
of  God  attending  their  ministration.  And  thus  they, 
who,  in  the  first  age  of  the  Gospel,  propounded  the 
terms  of  forgiveness,  by  authority  from  the  Divine 
Lawgiver ;  and  they  who,  in  subsequent  ages,  have, 
by  transmitted  authority,  repeated  those  terms,  are 
said,  as  ministers  of  Christ,  to  “remit  the  sins”  of 
those  who  accept  the  terms  in  true  faith  and  unfeigned 
repentance,  and  “  their  sins,”  we  doubt  not,  according 
to  the  promise  of  God,  (for  he  is  faithful  who 
promised,)  “  are  remitted  unto  them :  ”  at  the  same 
time,  by  authoritatively  declaring  the  consequence 
of  a  refusal  of  the  proffered  terms  to  be  non¬ 
forgiveness  and  condemnation,  they  are  said,  as 
Christ’s  ministers,  to  “retain  the  sins”  of  the  un¬ 
faithful  and  impenitent;  and  “  their  sins,”  we  doubt 
not,  “are  retained.”  Upon  such  an  interpretation 
of  the  words,  the  provisions  of  the  Church  of  England 
are  framed  ;  whether  her  forms  of  general  Confession 
and  Absolution,  or  that  provision  which  she  has 
made  for  special  occasions.  For  her  sentiments  it 
affords  a  substantial  ground  :  but  it  is  no  warrant  for 
the  doctrine  of  the  Romish  Church,  of  the  necessity 
of  a  particular  absolution  for  every  person,  or  of  the 
judicial  character  of  the  act. 

As  to  the  “  works  of  satisfaction,”  required  by  the 
Church  of  Rome  of  the  penitent,  that  “by  them  he 
may  redeem  his  sins  through  Jesus  Christ,”  infringing, 
as  they  do,  the  exclusive  merit  of  the  Redeemer;  the 
“  penal  performances,”  by  way  of  further  propitiation 
to  God,  imposed  by  the  priest  according  to  his 
discretion,  intercepting  the  free  mercy  of  God  in 
Christ,  and  acting  as  a  substitute  for  true  faith  and 
sincere  repentance  ;  the  “  intention  of  the  priest,”  as 
necessary  to  give  efficacy  to  his  act  of  absolution, 
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and  the  destitute  and  delusive  condition  of  the 
penitent,  “whatever  be  his  faith,”  unless  the  priest 
has  “intended  to  absolve  him:”  these  are  particular 
parts  of  the  subject,  on  which  the  reader  will  probably 
see  at  once  marks  of  disagreement  between  the 
Church  of  Rome  and  Holy  Scripture,  as  plain  as 
between  the  Romish  and  the  Anglican  Church. 


“  The  Romish  doctrine  concerning  purgatory,” 
as  well  as  several  other  particulars  specified  in  the 
twenty-second  article  of  the  Church  of  England,  is 
there  pronounced  by  her  to  be  “  a  fond  thing,  vainly 
invented,  and  grounded  upon  no  warranty  of  Scrip¬ 
ture,  but  rather  repugnant  to  the  word  of  God.”  The 
doctrine  probably  had  its  origin  in  the  opinion  of  the 
Platonick  philosophers,  and  the  fictions  of  the  heathen 
poets,  setting  forth  the  complaints  of  departed  souls 
at  not  being  relieved  from  their  sufferings  by  the 
prayers  and  sacrifices  of  ihe  survivors.  But  what¬ 
ever  be  the  origin  of  the  doctrine,  its  “  fondness  ”  or 
futility,  and  the  “  vanity  ”  of  the  “invention,”  will 
sufficiently  appear,  on  referring  it  to  the  touchstone 
of  Holy  Scripture,  from  which  it  will  be  seen  to 
derive  no  “  warranty,”  but  indeed  to  be  “  repugnant 
thereto.” 

“  The  Romish  doctrine  of  Purgatory  ”  is  this  :  that 
every  one  is  liable  both  to  temporal  and  eternal 
punishment  for  his  sins  ;  that  God,  on  account  of  the 
death  and  intercession  of  Christ,  does  indeed  pardon 
sin  as  to  its  eternal  punishment;  but  that  the  sinner 
is  still  liable  to  temporal  punishment,  which  he  must 
expiate  by  acts  of  penance  and  sorrow  in  this  world, 
together  with  such  other  sufferings  as  God  shall 
think  fit  to  lay  upon  him ;  and  that,  if  he  does  not 
expiate  these  in  this  life,  there  is  an  intermediate 
state  of  suffering  and  misery  in  another,  in  which 
departed  souls  suffer  their  remaining  portion  of  the 
punishment,  as  preparatory  to  the  day  of  judgment 
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and  their  admittance  into  heaven.  This  intermediate 
state,  being  supposed  to  purge  them  from  the  effects 
of  their  sins,  is  thence  called  Purgatory. 

Now  as  to  this  distinction  between  the  temporal 
and  eternal  punishment  of  sin,  of  which  one  is 
expiated  by  the  sacrifice  of  Christ,  and  the  other  is 
to  be  expiated  by  the  sinner ;  and  as  to  this  inter¬ 
mediate  state  of  suffering  between  the  present  and 
the  final  state  of  men;  they  have  absolutely  “no 
warranty,”  nor  even  any  semblance  of  “  warranty,” 
of  Scripture;  and  so  utterly  futile  are  the  passages, 
which  the  Church  of  Rome  pretends  to  adduce  in 
their  favour,  that  they  do  not  deserve  particular 
consideration.  It  will  be  enough  to  allude  in 
passing,  to  the  favourite  passage  in  St.  Paul’s  first 
epistle  to  the  Corinthians,1  where  the  public,  meta¬ 
phorical,  probatory  fire  announced  for  the  special 
trial  and  manifestation  of  the  doctrine  of  false 
teachers,  is  converted  by  the  Romish  Church  into 
a  secret,  literal,  penal  fire,  for  the  general  purgation 
of  the  sins  of  men. 

If,  however,  the  passages  cited  in  this  behalf  were 
more  worthy  of  attention  than  they  are,  they  must 
give  way  before  the  clear  testimony  of  the  word 
of  God,  to  which  this  “  Romish  doctrine  of  Purga¬ 
tory  ”  is  “  repugnant.” 

As  to  the  distinction  between  the  temporal  and 
eternal  punishment  of  sin,  “  the  blood  of  Jesus 
Christ  the  Son  of  God  cleanseth  us  from  all  sin,” 
saith  St.  John:2  and,  saith  St.  Paul,3  “There  is 
now  no  condemnation  to  them  which  are  in  Christ 
Jesus.”  And  generally  the  offers  and  promises 
of  God  are  set  before  us,  in  such  comprehensive 
and  unlimited  expressions,  the  declarations  of  mercy, 
peace,  and  forgiveness  by  the  Gospel  through  the 
sacrifice  of  Christ  are  so  full  and  so  perfect,  that  to 
introduce  any  reserve  of  temporal  punishment  is  to 
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impeach  the  truth  and  veracity,  the  justice  and  the 
goodness  of  God,  and  to  derogate  from  the  all-suffi¬ 
ciency  of  the  propitiation  made  by  the  death  of  His 
Son. 

And  as  to  an  intermediate  state  of  suffering  and 
purgation,  not  only  is  there  no  mention  of  such  a 
state  in  Holy  Scripture,  but  the  representation  which 
the  Scripture  gives  of  our  present  and  of  our  final 
state,  and  of  the  connexion  between  them,  precludes 
the  notion  of  an  intermediate  one.  The  penitent 
thief  was  assured  by  our  blessed  Lord,  “  To-day  shalt 
thou  be  with  me  in  paradise an  assurance  indi¬ 
cating  an  immediate  transition  from  the  sufferings  of 
this  life  to  the  enjoyments  of  another  :  as  he  had  pre¬ 
viously  represented  Lazarus  on  his  death  “  carried  by 
angels  into  Abraham’s  bosom.”  St.  Paul  speaks  of 
his  death,  or  “  absence  from  the  body,”  as  leading 
immediately  to  the  condition  of  being  “  present  with 
the  Lord 1;”  and  brings  the  “  departing  from  this  life,” 
and  the  “being  with  Christ,”  into  immediate  connex¬ 
ion  with  each  other2.  And  the  like  connexion  be¬ 
tween  the  present  and  future  condition  of  Christians 
in  general  he  thus  describes  to  the  Corinthians :  “  we 
know,  that  if  our  earthly  house  of  this  tabernacle 
were  dissolved,  we  have  a  building  of  God,  a  house 
not  made  with  hands,  eternal  in  the  heavens  3.”  And 
St.  John  says,  “  I  heard  a  voice  from  heaven  saying 
unto  me,  Write,  Blessed  are  the  dead  which  die  in 
the  Lord,  from  henceforth  ;  yea,  saith  the  Spirit ;  that 
they  may  rest  from  their  labours,  and  their  works  do 
follow  them  4.”  Thus  do  the  Holy  Scriptures  teach 
us,  that  the  state  of  the  righteous  after  death  is  one, 
not  of  suffering  and  purgation,  but  of  repose  and 
enjoyment :  and  the  Church  of  England,  under  the 
sure  warranty  of  Scripture,  renouncing  the  fond  and 
vain  invention  of  the  Romish  doctrine  of  Purgatory, 

1 2  Cor.  v.  8.  2  Phil.  i.  21—24.  3  Cor.  v.  1. 

4  Rev.  xiv.  13. 
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gratefelly  commemorates  the  goodness  of  “  Almighty 
God,  with  whom  do  live  the  spirits  of  them  that  de¬ 
part  hence  in  the  Lord,  and  with  whom  the  souls  of 
the  faithful,  after  they  are  delivered  from  the  burden 
of  the  flesh,  are  in  joy  and  felicity  a  happy  intro¬ 
duction  to  their  “  perfect  consummation  and  bliss 
both  in  body  and  soul,  in  his  eternal  and  everlasting 
glory.” 


A  branch  of  this  “  Romish  doctrine  of  Purgatory  ” 
is  that  of  indulgences,  as  they  are  commonly  called, 
or  pardons,  as  they  are  called  by  the  Church  of  Eng¬ 
land  in  her  twenty-second  Article:  for,  in  connexion 
with  what  has  been  already  stated,  the  Romish 
Church  further  maintains,  that  the  pains  of  Purgatory 
may  be  relieved  and  shortened  by  the  prayers  of 
men  here  on  earth,  by  the  intercession  of  the  saints 
in  heaven,  and,  above  all,  by  the  priestly  sacrifice  of 
the  mass.  For  this  purpose  a  fund,  or  bank,  of  the 
superabundant  merits  of  Christ  and  of  His  faithful 
followers,  is  supposed  to  have  been  formed,  and  to 
be  at  the  disposal  of  the  Pope,  who  thence  dispenses 
“indulgences”  or  “pardons”  at  his  discretion,  for 
the  remission  of  the  pains  of  purgatory,  in  any  pro¬ 
portion,  for  any  species  of  wickedness,  and  to  any 
person  whatsoever. 

But  this  doctrine  is  altogether  destitute  of  support 
from  any  “  warranty  of  Scripture  ;”  and  is  most  “re¬ 
pugnant”  to  those  plain  texts  of  Scripture,  which 
attribute  our  forgiveness  and  salvation  exclusively  to 
the  mercy  of  God  and  the  merits  of  our  Redeemer. 
Being  founded  indeed  on  the  “fond  and  vain  inven¬ 
tion”  of  purgatory,  it  partakes  of  the  character  as 
well  as  the  fate  of  that  doctrine  :  for  what  can  be 
more  fond  and  foolish,  more  vain  and  absurd,  than 
to  imagine,  that  any  living  soul  can  have  any  super¬ 
fluous  merit  to  make  satisfaction  for  the  sins  of  oth¬ 
ers,  whereas  all,  that  any  man  is  capable  of  suffering, 
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cannot  suffice  to  satisfy  for  the  least  sin  of  his  own, 
“  the  wages  of  which  is  death 1,”  or  that  those  imagi¬ 
nary  superfluous  merits  should  come  in  aid  of  the 
infinite  and  perfectly  meritorious  offering  of  the  Son 
of  God,  which  is  fully  sufficient  to  make  satisfaction 
for  all  sins  x,  or  that  this  supposed  treasury  of  divine 
and  human  merit  should  be  kept  under  the  key  of 
some  one  sinful  man  :  or  that  this  one  man,  who 
cannot  deliver  his  own  soul  from  any  future  suffer¬ 
ing,  should  have  power  to  set  free  whomsoever  else 
he  may  please  from  purgatory,  so  as  to  make  an  en¬ 
tire  clearance  of  that  tremendous  prison  ;  a  power, 
which  if  he  possesses,  his  charity  does  not  prompt 
him  to  exert:  or  that  the  same  pardon,  which  cannot 
liberate  a  man  from  a  moment’s  bodily  pain  in  this 
world,  should  be  capable  of  giving  his  soul  deliver¬ 
ance  from  the  temporary  pains  of  another  world  ? 
But  such  are  the  absurdities,  to  which  the  Church  of 
Rome  exposes  herself,  when  she  abandons  the  rule 
of  Holy  Scripture,  and  follows  her  own  inventions. 


The  Romish  invocation  and  veneration  of 
Saints  is  another  particular  combined  by  the  Church 
of  England  with  the  foregoing,  concerning  which 
the  Church  of  Rome  teaches,  and  solemnly  com¬ 
mands  her  bishops  and  other  ministers  to  teach  her 
people,  “that  the  saints,  reigning  with  Christ,  offer 
their  prayers  for  men  to  God ;  that  it  is  good  and 
useful  suppliantly  to  invoke  them,  and  to  fly  to  their 
prayers,  aid,  and  assistance,  for  the  procuring  of  bene¬ 
fits  from  God  through  His  Son  Jesus  Christ  our 
Lord  and  she  condemns  of  “  impiety  ”  those  who 
oppose  this  her  doctrine.  But,  for  this  doctrine  of 
the  Romish  Church,  and  for  this  her  charge  of  im¬ 
piety  on  her  opponents,  what  is  the  scriptural  au¬ 
thority  ? 


1  Rom.  vi.  23. 
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As  to  the  actual  condition  of  the  Saints,  whom  she 
describes  as  “  reigning  together  with  Christ,”  and 
whether  they  are  in  a  condition  to  take  an  interest  in 
the  affairs  of  men,  especially  of  individuals,  and  to 
express  such  interest  by  their  prayers,  is  a  question 
for  conjecture,  rather  than  one  on  which  the  Scrip¬ 
tures  deliver  clear  and  positive  information.  But  on 
that  question,  whatever  speculative  opinion  may  be 
held,  it  is  the  application  of  it  to  religious  practice 
which  chiefly  concerns  us;  wherein  it  is  contended 
that  we  ought  to  “  venerate  and  invoke  them,  as  our 
intercessors  with  God,  to  fly  to  them  with  our  prayers 
for  aid  and  assistance,  to  supplicate  them  for  procuring 
benefits  from  God.”  For  this  practice  certainly  the 
Scriptures  give  no  authority;  on  the  contrary  they 
forbid  and  condemn  it.  They  teach  us  that  “there  is 
one  God,  and  one  mediator  between  God  and  men, 
the  man  Christ  Jesus  V’  They  teach  us,  that  “  through 
him  we  have  access  to  the  Father2.”  They  teach  us 
that  “he  is  able  to  save  to  the  uttermost  them  that 
come  unto  God  by  him3.”  Thus  they  designate  Him 
as  the  avenue  to  the  Father;  as  the  exclusive  avenue, 
“  no  man  cometh  unto  the  Father  but  by  him  4.”  To 
seek  for  any  other  is  to  contravene  the  Scriptures:  to 
supplicate  the  saints  for  their  prayers,  assistance,  and 
intercession,  is  to  deny  the  exclusive  mediatorship  of 
Christ,  to  derogate  from  His  honour,  to  deny  His 
sufficiency.  The  worshipping,  too,  of  angels  is  ex¬ 
pressly  forbidden  by  St.  Paul.  “  Let  no  man  beguile 
you  of  your  reward  in  a  voluntary  humility  and  wor¬ 
shipping  of  angels5.”  What  then  is  that  “voluntary 
humility,”  from  which  we  may  hope  to  secure  a  re¬ 
ward,  by  the  worshipping  of  saints? 

In  truth  we  have  no  need  of  any  mediator  besides 
our  blessed  Redeemer;  and  confiding  in  His  merits 
and  intercession,  we  may  “come  boldly  unto  the 

1 1  Tim.  ii.  5.  2  Eph.  ii.  18.  a  Heb.  vii.  25. 

4  John  xiv.  0.  5  Col.  ii.  18. 
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throne  of  grace1.”  But  if  need  we  had,  what  reason 
is  there  to  suppose  that  the  saints  can  hear  and  help 
us?  Can  they  hear  us?  That  God  hears  us,  that 
Christ  hears  us,  we  are  sure  :  but  we  are  not  sure  of 
being  heard  by  the  saints;  rather  we  may  be  sure, 
that  we  cannot  be  all  heard  by  them,  all,  innumerable 
supplicants,  at  one  instant,  in  different  regions  of  the 
earth,  unless  we  attribute  to  them  the  power  of  omni¬ 
presence  and  omniscience,  and  so  convert  them  into 
“gods  many,  lords  many.”  But  if  they  hear,  can 
they  help  us?  Are  they  more  powerful,  more  wise, 
more  good,  more  merciful,  than  the  omnipotent,  om¬ 
niscient,  all  gracious,  all  bounteous  God?  What 
faculty  do  they  possess  which  can  be  our  warrant  in 
expecting  from  them  any  “  benefit,”  which  we  can¬ 
not  procure  from  God  and  Christ  ?  The  invocation 
of  saints  therefore  is  as  “fond  and  vain  an  invention,” 
as  it  is  unscriptural :  and  the  charge  of  “impiety”  re¬ 
coils  with  manifold  force  upon  the  Church  of  Rome. 


Connected  with  the  veneration  and  invocation  of 
saints  is  the  honour,  which  the  Church  of  Rome  es¬ 
teems  due  to  their  reliques.  “  They  are  to  be  ven¬ 
erated,”  she  says,  “  because  by  their  means  many 
benefits  are  bestowed  by  God  on  man.”  Supersti¬ 
tion  may  convert  anything  into  an  instrument  of  im¬ 
aginary  good,  and  invest  it  with  a  character  of  rever¬ 
ence  ;  and  fraud  may  practice  upon  ignorance,  so  as 
to  make  assertions  the  most  irrational  and  improba¬ 
ble  become  objects  of  belief.  But  what  “benefits” 
have  been  bestowed  by  God  on  man  by  means  of 
the  remains  of  the  holy  bodies  of  martyrs,  Scripture 
informs  us  not,  nor  leads  us  to  anticipate,  nor  can 
reason  avouch  :  and  surely  neither  Scripture  nor  rea¬ 
son  can  be  an  authority  for  ascribing  honour  and 
veneration  to  such  remnants  of  humanity,  whatever 

1  Heb.  iv.  16. 
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condemnation  it  may  please  the  Church  of  Rome  to 
pronounce  on  those  who  dissent  from  her  judgment. 
Of  living  saints  some,  the  best  entitled  to  the  venera¬ 
tion  of  Christians,  refused  to  receive  extravagant 
marks  of  honour.  “  As  Peter  was  coming  in,  Corne¬ 
lius  met  him,  and  fell  down  at  his  feel  and  wor¬ 
shipped  him.  But  Peter  took  him  up,  saying,  Stand 
up :  I  myself  also  am  a  man  ’.”  “  Then  the  priest  of 

Jupiter  which  was  before  their  city,  brought  oxen 
and  garlands  unto  the  gates,  and  would  have  done 
sacrifice  with  the  people.  Which  when  the  Apostles 
Paul  and  Barnabas  heard  of,  they  rent  their  clolhes, 
and  ran  in  among  the  people,  crying  out  and  saying, 
Sirs,  why  do  ye  these  things?  We  also  are  men  of 
like  passions  with  you2.”  It  were  difficult  to  under¬ 
stand  why  the  “reliques”  should  be  considered  more 
holy  than  the  saints  themselves !  or  be  entitled  to  marks 
of  honour,  of  which  they,  of  whom  they  are  the  bare 
lifeless  memorials,  however  they  were  themselves  in 
their  lives  “  the  means  of  God’s  benefit  to  men,”  ac¬ 
counted  themselves  not  worthy.  Of  the  reliques  of 
saints,  thus  honoured  and  venerated  by  the  Church 
of  Rome,  the  Church  of  England  takes  no  account, 
except  to  condemn  the  practice:  the  memories  of  the 
saints  meanwhile  she  holds  in  honour  and  affection¬ 
ate  regard,  after  the  example  of  the  early  Christians, 
as  recorded  by  the  Church  of  Smyrna,  “  We  worship 
Christ,  as  the  Son  of  God  :  but  the  martyrs  we  love, 
as  we  ought,  as  disciples  and  imitators  of  our  Lord, 
and  on  account  of  their  stedfast  and  unshaken  at¬ 
tachment  to  their  King  and  Master.” 


The  Church  of  Rome  moreover  teaches,  that  “  the 
Images  of  Christ,  of  the  Virgin  Mother  of  God,  and 
of  other  Saints,  are  to  be  had  and  retained  in 
churches,  and  that  due  honour  and  veneration  is  to  be 


1  Acts  x.  25,  2G. 


2  Acts  xiv.  13 — 15. 
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shown  to  them.”  What  is  intended  by  “due  honour 
and  veneration,”  the  Council  of  Trent  does  not  dis¬ 
tinctly  say :  the  Church  of  England  condemns  it  by 
the  terms  “  worshipping  and  adoration  ”  in  her  twen¬ 
ty-second  Article,  and  in  her  Homilies  imputes  the 
charge  of  idolatry  with  great  severity  against  the  Ro¬ 
mish  Church,  whose  practice  appears  to  furnish  the 
best  comment  upon  her  doctrine  ;  and  according  to 
that  practice,  as  ruled  by  the  Pontifical,  the  highest 
degree  of  worship,  or  Latvia ,  is  given  to  the  Cross, 
and  to  all  those  images,  to  the  originals  of  which 
such  worship  is  held  due ;  and  in  like  proportion, 
Dv.Ua  and  Hyperdulia ,  the  inferior  degrees  of  worship, 
are  given  to  other  images,  according  to  the  respective 
pretentions  of  the  original. 

But  whatever  be  the  degree  of  adoration,  with 
which  images  are  honoured,  it  is  “  grounded  upon  no 
warranty  of  Scripture:”  the  Scriptures  may  be 
searched  in  vain  for  ihe  semblance  of  sanction  to  any 
degree  of  it,  whereas  nothing  can  be  more  obvious 
and  plain,  than  its  “  utter  repugnance  to  the  word  of 
God.”  In  proof  of  this  it  may  suffice  to  notice  the 
second  commandment  of  the  decalogue,  the  censure 
contained  in  which  is  so  striking  and  inevitable,  and 
must  offer  itself  so  palpably  to  an  unsophisticated 
understanding,  that  it  is  very  commonly  left  out  of 
the  books  designed  by  the  teachers  of  the  Romish 
Church  for  the  instruction  and  devotions  of  her 
people. 

The  worshippers  of  “  images  ”  have,  indeed,  endea¬ 
voured  to  shelter  themselves  from  the  most  grievous 
charge,  to  which  their  worship  exposes  them,  by 
having  recourse  to  a  distinction  between  idols  and 
images;  a  distinction  without  a  difference,  made  by 
themselves,  but  not  by  the  word  of  God:  for  by  that 
word  we  can  discern  no  more,  than  that  as  every  idol 
is  an  image  of  something,  so  every  image,  when 
worshipped,  becomes  an  idol :  whatever  difference  may 
be  in  the  language,  there  is  none  in  the  thing  itself. 
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The  person  of  a  man  is  better  and  more  honourable 
than  his  representation :  and  if  religious  worship  be 
not  permitted  to  the  person  of  man  or  angel,  how 
much  less  to  his  image  !  It  is  not  permitted  to  man  : 
St.  Peter  forbids  it1.  It  is  not  permitted  to  an  angel: 
the  angel  himself  forbids  it2.  What  fondness  then 
and  folly  is  it,  how  vain  and  absurd  an  invention, 
for  a  living  man  to  honour  and  venerate  a  dead 
stock ! 

But  says  the  Church  of  Rome,  “  The  honour  which 
is  shown  to  images,  is  referred  to  the  prototypes, 
which  they  represent :  so  that  we  adore  Christ,  and 
venerate  the  Saints  whose  likeness  these  images  bear, 
when  we  kiss  them,  and  uncover  our  heads,  and  fall 
down  before  them.”  This  transferring,  however,  of 
the  adoration  and  veneration  of  images  from  the 
representation  to  the  person  represented,  is  the  very 
evasion  of  the  ancient  heathens ;  but,  as  the  pretext 
would  not  serve  for  their  vindication,  no  more  does 
it  for  that  of  the  Church  of  Rome.  Meanwhile  from 
this  language  of  the  Council  of  Trent,  notice  is  given 
of  the  outward  forms  of  veneration,  under  which  the 
image-worship  of  the  Romanists  is  exhibited. 


The  reader  will  have  observed,  that,  in  the  passage 
just  cited  from  the  Tridentine  decree  concerning 
images,  special  mention  is  made  of  that  of  “  the  Vir¬ 
gin  Mother  of  God,”  as  distinguished  from  those 
of  other  saints.  She  is,  indeed,  the  principal  object 
of  Romish  adoration,  as  she  is  invested  by  that 
Church  with  a  character  of  sinlessness  and  perfection, 
in  both  of  which  respects  the  Romish  Church  is  at 
variance  with  the  word  of  God. 

As  to  the  character  of  sinless  perfection,  attributed 
to  the  blessed  Virgin  by  the  decree  of  the  Council  of 
Trent,  which  excepts  from  the  imputation  of  original 


1  Acts  x.  20. 


2  Rev.  xix.  20. 
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sin  “the  blessed  and  immaculate  Virgin  Mary, 
Mother  of  God,”  such  exception  is  at  variance  with 
those  Scriptures,  which  assert  the  universal  corruption 
and  sinfulness  of  human  nature,  and  the  redemption 
of  all  the  descendants  of  Adam  by  the  sacrifice  of 
Christ;  and  which  make  no  exception  whatever,  nor 
afford  any  ground  for  such  exception,  in  the  case  of 
the  blessed  Virgin,  whereas  on  certain  occasions  they 
represent  her  as  partaking  of  the  ordinary  frailties  of 
human  nature.  Her  language,  first  in  ihe  temple, 
upon  finding  her  son  in  the  midst  of  the  doctors,  and 
afterwards  at  the  marriage-feast  of  Cana,  called  forth 
answers  on  His  part,  which  have  much  the  appear¬ 
ance  of  censure  and  reproof.  The  other  occasions 
on  which  she  is  mentioned  in  Holy  Scripture,  are 
not  numerous  :  but  certainly  on  not  one  of  these,  if 
there  be  nothing  blameable  ascribed  to  her,  is  there 
anything  ascribed,  which  can  exempt  her  from  the 
common  lot  of  mortality,  and  be  construed  into  an 
imputation  of  sinless  perfection.  The  epithet,  there¬ 
fore,  “immaculate,”  used  by  the  Council  of  Trent, 
and  echoed  in  various  phrases  by  the  devotional  ser¬ 
vices  of  the  Church  of  Rome,  is  both  unwarranted  by 
Holy  Scripture,  and  repugnant  to  it.  That  she  was 
“blessed  among  women,”  the  angel  declared  of  her; 
Holy  Scripture  records  and  ratifies  the  declaration  ; 
and  as  such  the  Church  of  England  commemorates 
her  :  but  she  commemorates  her  as  a  woman  among 
women;  and  as  such,  she  does  not  describe  her  as 
“immaculate,”  free  from  sin,  with  the  Church  of 
Rome,  nor  with  the  Church  of  Rome  does  she  re¬ 
gard  her  as  an  object  of  religious  honour  and  venera¬ 
tion. 

As  to  the  religious  veneration  with  which  the 
Church  of  Rome  regards  the  blessed  Virgin,  the  qual¬ 
ity  of  it  may  be  estimated,  by  considering  that  she  is 
the  constant  object  of  the  morning,  noonday,  and  the 
evening  devotions  of  the  Romanist  ;  that  the  “  Hail 
Mary,”  is  ten  times  repeated  for  one  repetition  of  the 
5* 
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Lord’s  Prayer ;  that  the  names  under  which  she  is 
addressed,  among  numerous  others,  are  the  following : 
“  Mother  of  divine  grace,”  “  Mother  of  mercy,” 
“  Mother  of  our  Creator,”  “  Cause  of  our  joy,” 
“  Gate  of  Heaven,”  “  Morning  Star,”  “  Health  of  the 
weak,”  “  Refuge  of  sinners,”  “  Comfort  of  the  afflict¬ 
ed,”  “  Help  of  Christians,”  “  Queen  of  angels,” 
“Queen  of  all  saints,”  “  Queen  of  Heaven!”  that 
the  blessings,  for  which  she  is  supplicated,  are  “  the 
loosing  of  the  bonds  of  the  guilty,  the  giving  of  sight 
to  the  blind,  protection  from  the  enemy,  deliverance 
at  the  hour  of  death  ;”  and  that  the  power,  attributed  to 
her,  is  not  that  of  intercession  only,  but  that  of  abso¬ 
lute  patronage,  and  the  privilege,  by  right  of  a  mother, 
to  command  her  Son.  The  unscriptural  and  anti-scrip¬ 
tural  nature  of  such  devotions  as  these,  their  utter  in¬ 
consistency  with  the  honour  due  to  the  “  one  God 
and  the  one  Mediator  between  God  and  men,”  may 
be  left  for  the  reader’s  meditation. 


The  imposition  of  celibacy  on  the  clergy  and  the 
prohibition  of  their  marriage  with  an  anathema  upon 
those  who  pronounce  it  lawful  and  valid,  is  an  arbi¬ 
trary  and  unscriptural  assumption  of  power  by  the 
Church  of  Rome.  “  Let  any  one  be  accursed  who 
shall  say,  that  clergymen  in  holy  orders  may  contract 
marriage,  and  that,  being  contracted,  it  is  valid  not¬ 
withstanding  the  law  of  the  Church.”  The  law  of 
the  Church!  But  what  says  the  law  of  God?  Did 
He,  at  the  institution  of  marriage,  declare  it  to  be  a 
state  unbecoming  the  ministers  of  religion?  On  the 
contrary,  the  institution  was  most  comprehensive; 
and  the  ministers  of  religion,  and  the  fathers  of  fami¬ 
lies,  were  at  first  the  same.  When  He  appointed  a 
particular  religion  for  His  chosen  people,  and  ordained 
a  distinct  class  of  men  for  its  ministration,  did  He 
make  it  unlawful  for  them  to  marry  ?  On  the  con¬ 
trary,  He  limited  the  priesthood  to  the  descendants  of 
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a  particular  family,  and  consequently  laid  its  minis¬ 
ters,  not  under  an  impediment  to  marriage,  but  under 
an  obligation.  When  He  appointed  a  new  religion 
for  the  world  at  large,  and  again  ordained  a  distinct 
class  of  men  for  its  ministration,  did  He  institute  a 
new  clerical  code  of  laws,  and  place  the  ministers  of 
the  new  dispensation  under  a  restriction  prohibitory 
of  marriage  ?  On  the  contrary,  of  the  Apostles  and 
first  ministers  of  Christianity,  ordained  by  Christ 
Himself,  one  at  least,  St.  Peter,  was  a  married  man1. 
Of  the  ministers,  first  appointed  by  the  Apostles, 
Philip,  the  deacon,  was  certainly  married2.  As  to 
the  ministers  of  the  several  orders,  of  whose  qualifi¬ 
cations  for  the  ministry  St.  Paul  left  particular 
instructions  in  his  epistles  to  Timothy  and  Titus, 
some  of  these  instructions  especially  referred  to  them 
in  their  conjugal  state3.  Aquila,  one  of  the  primitive 
preachers  of  the  Gospel,  was  not  only  married,  but 
was  accompanied  by  his  wife  Priscilla,  on  his  min¬ 
isterial  journeys  4.  And  St.  Paul  claimed  for  himself 
and  Barnabas  the  “  privilege  of  carrying  about  a 
sister,  or  wife,”  as  did  the  other  Apostles 5.  With 
all  these  examples  of  clergymen  contracting  marriage 
under  the  authority  of  the  Divine  Lawgiver  Himself, 
or  of  His  inspired  messengers;  and  with  the  unre¬ 
served  declaration  of  St.  Paul,  that  “  marriage  is  hon¬ 
ourable  in  all6,”  in  all  men  ;  in  ministers  of  religion, 
therefore,  as  well  as  in  other  men  :  what  is  the  Church 
of  Rome,  that  she  should  presume  by  her  decree  to 
annul  the  lawfulness  and  validity  of  clerical  marriage, 
and  to  anathematize  those  who  maintain  it?  Let 
her  consider  her  judgment,  and  be  admonished,  that 
“forbidding  to  marry”  is  particularized  in  holy  writ, 
as  a  character  of  the  apostasy  of  the  latter  times7. 

As  to  her  assertions  of  the  preference  due  to  virgin- 

1  Mark  i.  30.  2  Acts  vi.  5 ;  xxi.  8,  9. 

3 1  Tim.  iii.  2.  12.  Tit  i.  6.  4  Acts  xviii.  26. 

5 1  Cor.  ix.  5.  6  Heb.  xiii.  5. 

7  1  Tim.  iv.  3. 
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ity  or  celibacy  above  the  married  slate,  an  assertion 
made,  no  doubt,  in  vindication  of  her  own  ecclesias¬ 
tical  system,  and  of  her  numerous  monastick  institu¬ 
tions,  whatever  may  be  the  comparative  excellence 
and  happiness  of  a  single  or  a  married  life,  and  what¬ 
ever  reasons  there  may  be  for  preferring  the  former, 
provided  it  be  accompanied  by  “  the  gift  of  chastity,” 
true  wisdom  directs  the  clergy,  what  the  Christian 
law,  as  stated  by  the  Church  of  England,  allows  for 
“  them  as  for  all  Christian  men,  to  marry  at  their  own 
discretion,  as  they  shall  judge  the  same  to  serve 
better  for  godliness.” 

If  this  law  had  been  suffered  to  hold  its  place  in 
the  Romish  code,  instead  of  being  superseded  by  one 
which  enacted  a  compulsory  celibacy  both  on  her 
secular  and  regular  clergy,  she  would  have  escaped 
from  the  guilt  of  giving  occasion  to  one  of  the  foulest 
blots  upon  her  moral  character,  by  encouraging  evils, 
concerning  which  the  same  passage  of  the  Apostle, 
that  commends  matrimony,  leaves  the  solemn  admo¬ 
nition,  “  Marriage  is  honourable  in  all,  and  the  bed 
undefiled ;  but  whoremongers  and  adulterers  God 
will  judge  V’ 


It  remains  that  we  notice  the  pretensions  asserted 
by  the  Church  of  Rome  to  infallibility  and  do¬ 
minion. 

As  to  the  former  claim,  she  describes  herself  as 
“the  Catholic  Church,  instructed  by  Jesus  Christ,  our 
Lord  Himself,  and  by  his  Apostles,  and  taught  by 
the  Holy  Spirit,  who  daily  suggests  to  her  all  truths.” 
Now  that  our  blessed  Lord  did  promise  to  His  Apos¬ 
tles  the  Holy  Spirit,  who  should  “teach  them  all 
things,”  and  “guide  them  into  all  truth2,”  is  most 
clear:  and  there  is  no  doubt,  that  under  this  holy 
guiding  and  teaching,  the  Apostles  gave  full  instruc¬ 
tion  concerning  Christian  doctrine  to  the  Christian 


1  Heb.  xiii.  4. 
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Church  ;  and  that  every  part  of  the  Church,  so  long 
as  it  submits  to  be  ruled  by  that  instruction,  is  pos¬ 
sessed  of  a  saving  knowledge  of  divine  truth.  But 
to  the  Church  of  Rome  in  particular,  otherwise  than 
as  a  part  of  the  Christian  Church,  and  in  common 
with  the  other  parts,  no  privilege  was  conveyed  by 
our  Lord’s  promise.  No  promise  of  a  “  daily  sug¬ 
gestion  of  all  truth  by  the  Holy  Spirit”  was  ever 
made  to  her:  to  her  no  promise  of  infallibility  was 
ever  made :  and  it  is  only  so  far  as  she  adheres  to 
the  doctrine  of  the  Apostles,  as  transmitted  in  their 
authentick  records,  that  she  can  be  preserved  free 
from  error.  She  has  departed  from  the  testimony  of 
those  records,  she  has  not  “continued  stedfastly  in 
the  Apostles’  doctrine,”  and  the  consequence  has 
been  error.  The  Church  of  England  affirms  concern¬ 
ing  her,  that  she  “  hath  erred,  not  only  in  her  living 
and  manner  of  ceremonies,  but  also  in  matters  of 
faith.”  For  proof  of  this  allegation  no  more  testimo¬ 
ny  can  be  needed,  than  to  refer  the  reader  to  the 
particulars,  which  have  been  already  submitted  to  his 
consideration :  especially  he  may  be  referred  to  that 
particular  to  which  she  herself  adverts  in  laying  down 
her  claim  to  infallibility:  for  it  is  with  reference  to 
her  “sound  and  sincere  doctrine”  respecting  the  ven¬ 
erable  and  divine  sacrament  of  the  Eucharist,”  that 
she  asserts  her  special  inspiration  by  the  Holy  Spirit; 
and  “  forbids  all  the  faithful  of  Christ,  any  time  here¬ 
after  to  dare  to  believe,  teach,  or  preach,  concerning 
the  most  holy  Eucharist,  otherwise  than  has  been  ex¬ 
plained  and  defined”  in  that  particular  decree  of  the 
Council  of  Trent  Let  the  reader  then  turn  especial¬ 
ly  to  her  doctrine  on  transubstantiation,  and  the  other 
questions  connected  with  this  sacrament:  and  let 
him  thus  satisfy  himself  as  to  her  pretensions  on  the 
one  hand,  and  the  allegation  of  the  Church  of  Eng¬ 
land  on  the  other;  and  say  whether  the  Church  of 
Rome  be,  according  to  her  own  pretensions,  infalli¬ 
ble,  or  whether,  according  to  her  accuser,  she  hath 
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“erred,  not  only  in  her  living  and  manner  of  ceremo¬ 
nies,  but  also  in  matters  of  faith.” 

It  should  be  transiently  noticed,  as  being  in  itself  a 
proof  of  the  fallacy  of  this  claim  to  infallibility,  that 
it  is  doubted  among  Romanists  themselves,  with 
whom  this  prerogative  is  lodged;  whether  in  the 
popes  alone,  when  they  pronounce  their  decrees  ex- 
cathedra ,  or  in  general  councils.  But  wherever  so 
important  and  distinguished  a  privilege  resided,  it 
could  not  but  be  manifest  and  apparent ;  and  if  it 
had  pleased  God  to  deposite  such  a  power  with  His 
Church,  he  would  doubtless  have  pointed  out  dis¬ 
tinctly  where  it  was  to  be  found.  That  it  did  not 
reside  in  the  Council  of  Trent  when  it  made  its 
decrees  and  canons,  or  in  the  Pope  when  he  confirmed 
them,  irresistible  testimony  has  been  given  in  these 
pages  from  the  Holy  Scriptures,  which  those  decrees 
and  canons  contradict. 

But  the  Church  of  Rome  calls  herself,  (and  it  would 
be  well  if  heedless  members  of  another  Church, 
whom  she  thereby  condemns  of  heresy  and  schism, 
did  not  allow  themselves  to  call  her,  and  thus 
to  admit  in  words  her  pretensions,  and  to  join  in 
her  condemnation  of  themselves:  however  the  Church 
of  Rome  calls  herself)  “the  Catholick  Church  and 
asserts  that  “they  who  believe  the  Holy  Catholick 
Church  must  necessarily  believe  that  the  doctrine  pro* 
pounded  by  her  is  that  which  was  revealed  by  the 
Son  of  God.”  But  the  Church  of  Rome  is  not  the 
Catholick,  or  Universal  Church:  which  consists  of  all 
the  different  particular  Churches,  scattered  throughout 
the  world.  One  part  of  this  Church  she  is,  though 
one  of  the  most  corrupted  parts  of  it ;  but  she  is  no 
more  the  whole  Catholick  or  Universal  Church,  ac¬ 
cording  to  Archbishop  Seeker’s  apt  illustration, 
“  Than  one  diseased  limb,  though  perhaps  the  larger 
for  being  diseased,  is  the  whole  body  of  a  man.” 
Whatever  therefore  may  be  believed  concerning  the 
Holy  Catholick  Church,  needs  not  to  be  believed  con- 
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cerning  the  Church  of  Rome.  Whatever  promise 
our  Lord  may  have  made  to  the  Holy  Catholick 
Church,  the  same  needs  not  to  Re  understood  con¬ 
cerning  the  Church  of  Rome.  We  may  be  assured 
that  the  pure  word  of  God  exists,  and  shall  be  pre¬ 
served  in  Christ’s  Holy  Catholick  Church,  yet  we 
need  not  think  that  the  Church  of  Rome  is  infallible, 
or  that  she  hath  not  erred,  or  that  “  the  doctrine  pro¬ 
pounded  by  her  is  that  which  was  revealed  by  the 
Son  of  God.” 

No  less  unfounded  and  fond  is  her  claim  to  be 
“  the  Mother  and  Mistress  of  all  Churches.”  That 
she  is  not  “  the  Mother  of  all  Churches”  is  a  matter 
of  historical  fact;  the  title  belongs,  if  to  any  Church, 
to  that  of  Jerusalem,  of  which  all  others  have  been 
the  spiritual  progeny.  That  no  one  is  entitled  to  be 
ealled  “  the  Mistress  of  all  Churches,”  appears  from 
this,  that  the  Great  Founder  of  the  Church  appointed 
no  supreme  universal  Head.  No  such  attribute  of 
supremacy  is  accorded  to  any  part  of  the  Church  in 
Holy  Scripture :  no  such  attribute  was  claimed  or 
allowed  in  the  primitive  ages  of  the  Church.  As  to 
the  Apostolical  times,  all  the  Apostles  were  equal  in 
authority,  and  St.  Paul  was  not  afraid  to  withstand 
and  rebuke  St.  Peter  to  his  face 1 ;  and  all  the  Apos¬ 
tolical  Churches  were  on  the  like  footing  of  equality 
with  each  other.  As  to  the  times  immediately  suc¬ 
ceeding,  Irenseus  has  left  us  an  account  of  a  dispute 
between  Polycarp,  Bishop  of  Smyrna,  and  Anicetus, 
Bishop  of  Rome,  concerning  the  observation  of 
Easter :  but  no  mention  is  made  of  any  superior  au¬ 
thority  which  belonged  to  Anicetus  or  the  Church  of 
Rome ;  and  in  fact  Polycarp,  and  the  Church  under 
his  jurisdiction,  continued  to  observe  Easter  according 
to  his  own  judgment,  and  in  opposition  to  that  of 
Anicetus.  It  is  indeed  certain,  that  for  several  ages 
the  Bishops  of  Rome  neither  exercised  nor  claimed 
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any  power  out  of  their  own  diocese.  And  Cyprian, 
Bishop  of  Carthage  in  the  third  century,  expressly 
says,  “  All  the  Apostles  were  equal  in  power ;  and  all 
Bishops  are  also  equal,  since  the  whole  office  and 
episcopate  is  one  entire  thing,  of  which  every  Bishop 
has  a  complete  and  equal  share.”  Rome  then,  as 
she  is  not  “  the  Mother,”  is  not  “  the  Mistress  of  all 
Churches.”  “  Every  particular  or  national  Church,” 
according  to  the  claim  of  the  Church  of  England, 
“hath  authority”  to  regulate  its  own  internal  con¬ 
cerns,  subject  only  to  the  control  of  the  word  of  God. 
“  The  Bishop  of  Rome  has  no  jurisdiction  in  this 
realm  of  England.”  And  if  he  interferes  in  the  con¬ 
cerns  of  the  Anglican  or  any  other  national  or  par¬ 
ticular  Church,  he  subjects  himself  to  the  reprehen¬ 
sion  of  St.  Peter,  “  as  a  busybody  in  other  men’s 
matters,”  or,  according  to  the  original  phrase,  “  as  a 
Bishop  in  another  man’s  diocese 1.” 

Such  being  the  case,  the  monstrous  position,  which 
she  says  “  is  not  to  be  denied,”  that  heretics  and 
schismatics,  or,  in  other  words,  those  who  do  not 
assent  to  the  doctrines,  and  do  not  adhere  to  the 
communion,  of  the  Church  of  Rome,  “are  in  the 
power  of  the  Church,  as  those  who  may  be  judged 
by  her,  punished  and  condemned  by  an  anathema,” 
stands  convicted  of  unwarrrantable  tyranny  :  at  the 
same  time,  whilst  it  clearly  betrays  the  arrogant  pre¬ 
tensions  of  the  Church  of  Rome  with  regard  to  all 
other  Churches,  it  is  an  argument  how  little  she  res¬ 
pects  the  word  of  God  in  asserting  her  pretensions, 
and  how  little  she  would  respect  it  in  enforcing  them, 
if  to  enforce  them  were  now,  as  it  was  formerly,  in 
her  power. 


But  before  I  bring  to  a  close  this  brief  comparison 
of  Romanism  with  Holy  Scripture,  it  may  be  well  to 
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turn  to  the  summary  of  the  Romanist’s  belief,  as  con¬ 
tained  in  Pope  Pius’s  Appendix  to  the  Nicene  Creed, 
and  make  a  remark  or  two  on  each  article  of  it  with 
reference  to  its  scriptural  character.  As  it  was 
introduced  at  length  at  the  end  of  my  former  “  Com¬ 
parison  of  the  two  Churches,”  some  of  the  Articles 
may  be  for  brevity’s  sake,  more  compendiously  cited 
on  this  occasion. 

The  Romanist  then  most  “  firmly  admits  and  em¬ 
braces  the  Apostolical  and  ecclesiastical  traditions, 
and  the  other  constitutions  and  observances  of  the 
holy  Roman  Church.”  But  the  “traditions”  here 
alluded  to  have  no  authority  of  themselves,  for  they 
are  not  part  of  God’s  word,  being  not  authentick 
documents  of  the  Apostles :  and  it  is  “  not  lawful  for 
the  Church  to  ordain  anything  that  is  contrary  to 
God’s  word  written 1,”  for  that  were  to  “  make  the 
commandments  of  God  of  none  effect  by  her  tradi¬ 
tions2;”  and  it  was  our  Saviour's  charge  to  His 
Apostles  and  their  successors,  that  they  should  “  teach 
men  to  observe  all  things  whatsoever  He  had  com¬ 
manded  them3,”  and,  “as  the  Church  ought  not  to 
decree  anything  against  the  same,  so,  besides  the 
same,  ought  it  not  to  enforce  anything  to  be  believed 
for  necessity  of  salvation  ;  ”  for  this  were  to  dishonour 
God,  and  to  usurp  His  prerogative,  and  as  St  Paul 
reasons,  “  though  it  be  but  a  man’s  covenant,  yet  if  it 
be  confirmed,  no  man  disannulleth  or  addeth  thereto4; 
much  less  may  any  man  presume  to  disannul  or  add 
to  the  covenant  of  God. 

The  Romanist  “also  admits  the  sacred  Scriptures 
according  to  that  sense,  which  the  holy  mother  Church 
has  held,  and  does  hold,  whose  province  it  is  to  judge 
of  the  true  sense  and  interpretation  of  the  holy  Scrip¬ 
tures.”  But  whatever  authority  any  “  particular 
Church,”  (the  Church  of  Rome  for  example,  for  she 

1  Article  20.  2  Matt  xv.  6. 

*=>•  3  Matt  xxviii.  20.  4  Gal.  iii.  5. 
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is  no  more,)  may  “  have  in  controversies  of  faith,” 
“  it  may  not  expound  one  place  of  Scripture  that  it 
be  repugnant  to  another,”  for  that  were  to  make  God 
contradict  Himself,  in  opposition  to  St.  Paul’s  maxim 
“Let  God  be  true  and  every  man  a  liar1;”  and  yet 
the  Church  of  Rome  has  been  shown  on  several  oc¬ 
casions  in  the  foregoing  pages  to  put  forth  such  repug¬ 
nancy.  And  he  promises  that  “  he  will  not  ever  take 
or  interpret  them  otherwise,  than  according  to  the 
unanimous  consent  of  the  fathers  :  ”  but  the  general, 
for  it  were  a  bold  thing  to  say  the  unanimous,  consent 
of  the  fathers  refutes  the  interpretation  of  the  Church 
of  Rome  on  most  controverted  questions,  especially 
in  the  testimony  which  they  bear  to  the  Canonical 
Scriptures,  as  the  only  rule  of  faith. 

The  Romanist  “  professes  also  that  there  are  truly 
and  properly  seven  sacraments  of  the  new  law.” 
But  it  has  been  shown  from  holy  Scripture,  that  five 
of  these  are  “  not  to  be  properly  counted  for  sacra¬ 
ments  of  the  gospel.” 

The  Romanist,  “  also  receives  and  admits  the  cer¬ 
emonies  of  the  (self-called)  Catholick  Church,  received 
and  approved  in  the  solemn  administration  of  all  ihe 
above-said  sacraments.”  But  some  of  these  cere¬ 
monies  have  been  shown  to  be  superstitious  and 
idolatrous. 

The  Romanist  “receives  and  embraces  all  and 
every  one  of  the  things,  which  have  been  defined  and 
declared  in  the  holy  Council  of  Trent  concerning 
original  sin  and  justification.”  But  two  of  these  de¬ 
clarations  in  particular,  concerning  the  extirpation  of 
sin  and  the  merit  of  man’s  works,  have  been  shown 
to  be  opposed  to  holy  writ. 

The  Romanist  “  professes  likewise  that  in  the  mass 
is  offered  to  God  a  true,  proper,  and  propitiatory 
sacrifice  for  the  living  and  the  dead;  and  that  there 
is  in  the  sacrifice  of  the  Eucharist  substantially  the 
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body  and  blood,  together  with  the  soul  and  divinity, 
of  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ.”  But  these  repeated  sac¬ 
rifices  in  the  mass  have  been  shown  from  holy  writ 
to  be  “blasphemous  fables  and  dangerous  deceits;” 
and  transubstantiation  has  been  proved  on  the  same 
authority  “to  be  repugnant  to  the  plain  words  of 
Holy  Scripture,  1o  overthrow  the  nature  of  a  sacra¬ 
ment,  and  to  have  given  occasion  to  many  super¬ 
stitions.” 

The  Romanist  “confesses  also,  that  under  either 
kind  alone,  whole  and  entire  Christ,  and  a  true  sacra¬ 
ment  is  received.”  But  it  has  been  shown  from 
Holy  Scripture,  that  this,  with  its  practical  conse¬ 
quence  of  denying  the  cup  to  the  laity,  is  a  doctrine 
at  variance  with  “  the  ordinance  and  commandment 
of  Christ.” 

The  Romanist  “constantly  holds  that  there  is  a 
purgatory,”  &c.  But  it  has  been  proved  that  “  the 
Romish  doctrine  of  purgatory  is  a  fond  thing,  vainly 
invented,  and  grounded  upon  no  warranty  of  Scrip¬ 
ture,  but  rather  repugnant  to  the  word  of  God.” 

The  Romanist  “  likewise  holds  that  the  Saints 
are  to  be  venerated  a#d  invoked ;  and  that  their 
reliques  are  to  be  venerated.”  But  this  doctrine 
has  been  proved  to  be  “  a  fond  and  vain  invention, 
not  warranted  by  Scripture,  and  repugnant  to  God’s 
word.” 

The  Romanist  “  most  firmly  asserts,  that  the 
images  of  Christ,  and  of  the  mother  of  God,  ever 
Virgin,  and  also  of  the  other  Saints,  are  to  be  duly 
honoured  and  venerated.”  But  it  has  been  shown 
from  God’s  word,  that  the  honour  which  is  paid  them 
is  forbidden  by  Scripture,  and  is  idolatry. 

The  Romanist  “also  affirms  that  the  power  of 
indulgences  was  left  by  Christ  in  the  Church,”  &c. 
But  this  Romish  doctrine,  in  common  with  the  fore¬ 
going,  has  been  proved  to  be  foolish  and  vain, 
un-scriptural,  anti-sciptural. 

The  Romanist  “  acknowledges  the  holy  Catholick 
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and  Apostolical  Roman  Church  to  be  ibe  mother 
and  mistress  of  all  Churches;  and  promises  and 
swears  true  obedience  to  the  Roman  Bishop,”  &c. 
But  it  has  been  proved  from  Holy  Writ,  that  the 
Roman  Church  is  not  the  mother,  is  not  the  mis¬ 
tress,  of  other  Churches  ;  is  not  the  Catholick  Church  ; 
and  that  the ‘‘the  Bishop  of  Rome  has  no  author¬ 
ity”  in  another  diocese,  unless  by  intrusion  and 
usurpation. 

The  Romanist  “also  undoubtedly  receives  and 
professes  all  other  things,  delivered,  defined,  and 
declared,  by  the  sacred  canons  and  general  councils; 
and  particularly  by  the  most  holy  Council  of  Trent; 
and  at  the  same  time  likewise  condemns,  rejects, 
and  anathematizes  all  things  contrary  thereto  ;  and 
all  heresies  whatsoever,  condemned,  rejected,  and 
anathematized  by  the  Church.”  But  not  to  speak  of 
“general  councils”  further  than  to  say  with  our 
twenty-first  Article,  that,  “forasmuch  as  they  be  an 
assembly  of  men,  whereof  all  be  not  governed  with 
the  Spirit  and  Word  of  God,  they  may  err,  and 
sometimes  have  erred,  even  in  things  pertaining  unto 
God;”  the  decrees  and  canons  of  the  Council  of 
Trent,  in  particular,  have  been  shown  by  the  testi¬ 
mony  of  Holy  Scripture  in  these  pages  to  be  abun¬ 
dant  in  error :  and  many  of  the  “  heresies,  con¬ 
demned,  rejected,  and  anathematized  by  the  Roman 
Church,”  have  appeared  to  be  the  doctrines  of  Holy 
Scripture,  and  the  truth  of  the  Gospel  of  Christ. 

These  are  the  Articles  of  “  the  true  Catholick  Faith, 
out  of  which  no  one  can  be  saved,”  which  the  Ro¬ 
manist  “  professes  that  he  truly  holds ;  which  he 
promises,  vows,  and  swears,  that  he  will  most  con¬ 
stantly  hold  and  profess,  whole  and  inviolate,  with 
God’s  assistance,  to  the  end  of  his  life ;  and  that 
he  will  procure,  as  far  as  lies  in  his  power,  that  the 
same  shall  be  held,  taught  and  preached  by  those 
who  are  under  him,  and  by  those  the  care  of  whom 
shall  belong  to  him,  by  virtue  of  his  office.”  But 
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whether  “  this  true  Catholick  Faith,”  falsely  so 
called;  whether  this  corrupt  Roman  Faith,  to  des¬ 
cribe  it  more  correctly ;  be  agreeable  to  Holy  Scrip¬ 
ture;  or  rather,  that  it  is  diametrically  opposed  to 
Holy  Scripture  ;  will  probably  have  sufficiently  ap¬ 
peared  from  the  remarks  subjoined  to  each  of  the 
foregoing  Articles.  A  conviction  of  this  opposition, 
in  the  minds  of  our  Reformers  of  the  sixteenth  cen¬ 
tury,  led  to  the  separation  between  the  Churches  of 
England  and  of  Rome.  The  same  conviction  must 
lead  at  all  times  to  a  similar  result,  with  those 
who  regard  Holy  Scripture  as  their  only  rule  of 
faith ;  for  such  persons  cannot  but  condemn  the 
Romish  doctrines  as  erroneous  and  false ;  and 
cannot  hold  communion  with  a  Church,  which  pro¬ 
nounces  a  belief  of  them  necessary  to  salvation, 
which  demands  a  profession  of  them  from  all  Chris¬ 
tians,  and  imposes  creeds  and  oaths,  wherein  they 
are  affirmed,  as  terms  of  her  communion. 


The  case  which  was  proposed  to  be  submitted  to 
the  reader  is  now  laid  before  him.  In  conclusion  I 
would  briefly  remark,  that  the  size  and  general 
appearance  of  this  Tract  must  show,  that  it  was  not 
my  purpose,  as  indeed  it  would  not  have  suited  my 
object,  to  enter  upon  a  long  and  laboured  discussion 
of  the  several  particulars.  Those,  who  have  incli¬ 
nation  and  leisure  for  deep  research,  will  find  ample 
provision  in  the  standard  works  of  our  old  divines, 
especially  those  of  the  sixteenth  and  seventeenth 
centuries,  when  our  Church  first  awakened  from 
the  slumber  of  Romish  superstition,  and  again, 
when  efforts  were  made  to  subject  her  to  the  same 
overwhelming  influence.  The  victory  was  then 
gained  by  the  Church  of  England,  who  has  been 
long  reposing  in  security  from  the  inroads  of  Ro¬ 
manism.  From  the  present  signs  of  the  times, 
however,  it  appears,  that  the  battle  is  again  to  be 
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fought,  and  Providence,  I  doubt  not,  will  raise  up 
for  the  emergency,  if  necessary,  men  worthy  to 
stand  forth  as  the  spiritual  posterity  of  Cranmer  and 
Ridley ;  of  Jewel ;  of  Ussher  and  Hall ;  of  Jeremy 
Taylor;  of  Barrow;  and  of  those  other  champions 
of  divine  truth,  whose  combined  labours  are  per¬ 
petuated  in  the  “  Preservative  against  Popery.” 
Meanwhile  for  the  assistance  of  such  as  may  have 
little  time  and  opportunity  for  the  study  of  more 
learned  works,  smaller  and  more  popular  treatises 
may  be  of  use,  as  manuals  of  Anti-Romish  exercise, 
to  guard  them  against  delusion,  and  to  secure  them 
in  the  profession  of  a  true  Christian  faith.  Such  a 
manual  I  have  endeavoured  to  furnish  in  the  present 
Tract. 

As  to  the  kind  of  argument  pursued,  it  has  been 
almost  exclusively  scriptural ;  by  which  I  mean, 
that,  instead  of  b-inging  forward  generally  the  evi¬ 
dence  of  the  early  writers  of  the  Church,  as  proofs 
of  the  opinions  entertained  by  them  on  the  points 
in  question,  evidence,  indeed,  of  great  importance, 
and  worthy  of  attentive  consideration :  I  have 
thought  it  most  suitable  to  my  proposed  object  to 
limit  the  inquiry  for  the  most  part  to  a  comparison 
of  the  Romish  doctrines  objected  to  by  the  Church 
of  England,  with  the  doctrines  of  Holy  Scripture, 
as  stated  by  the  Sacred  Volume  itself,  which  I  have 
in  the  outset  endeavoured  to  show  to  be  the  right 
rule  of  religious  belief.  The  Protestant  reader  being 
satisfied  of  the  justice  of  this  principle,  will  find 
his  best  satisfaction  in  the  application  of  it :  for, 
after  any  discussion  of  a  secondary  nature,  still 
his  inquiry  would  naturally  be,  what  is  the  sense 
conveyed  on  the  subject  by  the  word  of  God  itself? 
And  even  the  Romanist,  though  certainly  I  do  not 
expect  that  these  pages  will  pass  under  a  Romish 
eye,  yet  even  ihe  Romanist,  upon  his  own  principle 
of  admitting  the  Holy  Scripture  to  be  the  word  of 
God,  ought  to  admit,  for  divine  truth,  no  position 
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which  is  at  variance  or  inconsistent  with  that  word ; 
if  it  were  not  that  he  is  subject  to  a  thraldom, 
which  incapacitates  him  for  any  freedom  of  inquiry; 
which  enchains  his  understanding,  his  affections, 
and  his  conscience  ;  and  delivers  him,  bound  hand 
and  foot,  into  the  keeping  of  an  arbitrary  and  self- 
styled  infallible  Church,  who  admits  no  interpreter 
of  Holy  Scripture  but  herself,  and  no  sense  of  it, 
and  no  application  of  it,  whatever  be  its  sense,  but 
her  own. 

Lastly,  as  to  the  particular  Articles  which  have 
been  now  noticed,  they  might  have  been  arranged, 
perhaps,  in  a  better  order,  and  been  more  sys¬ 
tematically  treated,  if  I  had  not  been  influenced  by 
the  special  circumstances  which  gave  occasion  to 
the  Tract.  An  unwarranted  assertion  from  a  person 
in  high  station,  of  an  “agreement  between  the 
Churches  of  Rome  and  of  England  in  all  the  fun¬ 
damentals  of  Christianity,”  induced  me  in  the  first 
place  to  undertake  a  disproof  of  the  assertion,  by 
placing  in  juxtaposition  the  authoritative  declarations 
of  the  two  Churches  on  various  particulars,  which 
most  easily  admitted  of  their  being  thus  brought 
into  comparison  and  contrast.  Thus  originated  the 
former  Tract  in  which  “the  Churches  of  Rome  and 
of  England  were  compared,”  and  the  disagreement 
between  them  shown.  A  subsequent  opinion  of 
the  probable  utility  of  adding  a  comprehensive  view 
of  the  grounds  of  their  disagreement  led  to  the  pre¬ 
sent  Tract,  which  naturally  fell  into  the  same  line  of 
exemplification  as  the  former.  Such  as  it  is,  I 
now  present  it  to  the  reader,  trusting  that,  as  by  the 
former  “the  disagreement  between  the  Churches  of 
Rome  and  of  England  will  have  been  shown,  in 
many  of  the  fundamental  Articles  of  Christianity,” 
so  by  the  present  will  be  shown,  that,  “  where  the 
Church  of  Rome  disagrees  with  the  Church  of 
England,  she.  disagrees  no  less  with  the  revealed 
word  of  God.” 
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May  God  give  His  blessing  to  this  and  other 
attempts  to  maintain  “  the  truth  as  it  is  in  Jesus,” 
and  to  “banish  and  drive  away  erroneous  and 
strange  doctrine  contrary  to  His  word ! 
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